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The main focus of this research paper is if:” NATO enlargement in the Black Sea Area is 
feasible?” As study case will be used Georgia and Ukraine, because of their expressed wish to 
be part of the North Atlantic Organization, their current pending status to be part of it and also 
because of their geographical position in the BS region.  
The paper is dealing with a theoretical framework and a practical analysis. The theoretical part 
comprises the definitions of the International Relations theories: the neorealist theory and the 
realism theory as opposed to neoliberal institutionalisms from a structure-institutions debate 
perspective; their correlations with the existence of NATO and its process of enlargement. A 
different chapter will be dedicated to NATO’s history where will be briefly pointed out the 
reasons why NATO came to existence as an International Organization, it’s purpose, and mission 
up until the Cold War and as well the shift in its existence after the end of the Cold War and the 
dissolution of the Soviet Union; the role of NATO in the international European setting after 
1989; the identity of the North Atlantic Organization and its adjustments accordingly to the new 
international frame of events.  
NATO’s enlargement process will be also analyzed with main focus on focus on the two waves 
of admission, 1997 and respectively 2004. A more in-depth analysis will follow in what concerns 
the Black Sea status within the Alliance in terms of enlargement; following this the paper will 
treat also the EU relations with the Wider Black Sea Area, NATO’s interest in this region and 
also Turkey and Russia’s perspective on the WBSA NATO’s enlargement. Of a great importance 
in order to answer the research question stands the Bucharest Summit in 2008 that will be also 
properly analyzed during this paper.  
Last but not least there will be a main emphasize on the case of Ukraine and Georgia, both of the 
countries will be scanned from the enlargement perspective seizing mainly their relationship with 
NATO, the EU and Russia but as well an insight in their internal political climate will be offered 
in order to create a better understanding of the situation and to define the proper variables 
fostering their admission into the North Atlantic Organization.  
The paper will end with a conclusion on all these topics mentioned above thus creating a 




Chapter I – Theoretical Framework 
I. 1. International Relations Theories 
When we talk about International Relations theory we mainly refer to the study of international 
relations through a theoretical lens. These theories provide us with that precise framework upon 
which international relations can be fully and deeply analyzed. Dr. Ole Holsti when talking about 
international relations theories, he describes them as: “a pair of colored sunglasses allowing the 
wearer to see only the salient events relevant to the theory.”  
The study of International relations theory dates back to E.H Carr and his book “The Twenty 
years crisis” published in 1939 and to Hans Morgenthaus and his publication “Politics among 
nations” from 1948. In his book, Morgenthaus “presented what became commonly known as the 
classical realist approach to international politics. Morgenthau maintained that politics is 
governed by distinct immutable laws of nature and that states could deduce rational and 
objectively correct actions from an understanding of these laws. Central to Morgenthau’s theory 
was the concept of power as the dominant goal in international politics and the definition of 
national interest in terms of power. His state-centered approach, which refused to identify the 
moral aspirations of a state with the objective moral laws that govern the universe, maintained 
that all state actions seek to keep, demonstrate, or increase power. He called for recognition of 
the nature and limits of power and for the use of traditional methods of diplomacy, including 
compromise.”1 
When talking about international relations theories we can easily mention three main categories: 
realism, liberalism and constructivism. In this paper we will deal mainly with realism theory, 
neo-realism and neo-liberal institutionalism. We will proceed further on with a clear definition of 
all three in order to create an understandable working framework of each and thus to proper 
analyze their applicability in the case of NATO as institution as such and further on in terms of 
its enlargement.  
                                                                                                                          
1 http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/392323/Hans-Joachim-Morgenthau   
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Realism is perceived as the theory that believes that the only actors that  really count are the 
states. Any other international corporations, organizations, religious bodies , rise and fall but “the 
state is the one permanent feature in the landscape of global modern politics”2. This statement is 
built on the premises that the international system is anarchic which means more precisely that 
no state enforces legitimate power over another and thus each and every state must ensure its 
own protection and security. If the international system is seen as anarchic then,  the realists 
come to back up this idea by arguing that: “ in the arena where there is a lack of higher authority, 
to prevent and counter the use of force can be only realized through self help.”3  
 
But somehow this process of self help and self security might trigger the threat of other countries 
for their own security and thus we can talk about security dilemma. The effort of each state to 
deal with their own security might instigate to force when it comes to self protection, a struggle 
of all against all. In the realist perception this security dilemma can be dimmed though and this 
might be possible through a balance of power. As Waltz argues “faced with unbalanced power, 
states try to increase their own strength or they ally with others to bring the international 
distribution of power into balance.”4 Realism also shows what liberal institutionalism theory 
hides, namely that: “international institutions serve primarily national rather than international 
interests”. 5 
 
Thus to conclude when we refer to realism we must keep in mind the following features: the 
international system is anarchic, states are the most important actors, all states within the system 
are unitary, rational actors, and the primary concern of all states is survival. To sum up all 
mentioned above realism in International Relations can be explained as follows: “the 
                                                                                                                          
2  Baylis, John and Smith Steve (1997), The Globalization of World politics – An introduction to International Relations (Oxford 
University Press) page 115;  
3 Delova, Gabriela, (2009), Understanding NATO enlargement, Malmo University, Department of Global Political Studies, page 
6  
4 Waltz, Kenneth N, (1997), “Evaluating Theories”, the American Political Science review, Vol 91, No4, page 915 
5 Milward, Alan S, (1992), “ The European rescue of the Nation-State”, University of California  
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international system is portrayed as a brutal arena where states look for opportunities to take 
advantage of each other, and therefore have little reason to trust each other”. 6  
 
 
In what concerns neo-realism, this is a theory of international relations put into shape by Kenneth 
Waltz7 in his book “Theory of international politics” published in 1979. In this book Waltz is 
arguing in favor of systematic approach by stating that: “international structure acts as a 
constraint on state behavior, so that only states whose outcomes fall within an expected range 
survive”. Neo-realism tends to reformulate the classical realist tradition that I mentioned above, 
the once developed and supported by E.H Carr and Hans Morgenthau into a rigorous and 
positivistic science. Neo-realism emphasizes on the idea that “international structure is defined 
by its ordering principle, which is anarchy, and by the distribution of capabilities, measured by 
the number of great powers within the international system”8.  
 
According to Stephen Walt, neo-realism stresses upon “the fact that elites pursue their own 
interests and that those interests are often defined in terms of keeping power. Maximization of 
power is subordinated to retention of power. This orientation generates a healthy skepticism 
about claims that governments will fall like “dominoes” in response to successes nearby 
threatening states, or that elites will be swayed by ideology to abandon their independence.”9 
Neo-realism as stated above signifies a struggle to induct the state of fairness upon realist theory. 
Waltz’s neo-realism “also incorporated the idea of structure as it is reflected in alliances and 
other cooperative arrangements among states of varying sizes, strengths, and capabilities.”10 A 
bipolar system, for example, is mainly composed of two dominant states thus the other remaining 
states have the possibility to form alliances with either two of these main leading states.  
                                                                                                                          
6 Mearsheimer John J, (1994-1995), “The false promise of International institutions”, International Security, Vol 19, No3, 5-
49, page 6 
 
8  Neo-realism Theory in International Relations 
http://www.princeton.edu/~achaney/tmve/wiki100k/docs/Neorealism_(international_relations).html 
9 Walt, Stephen M, (1988), “ Alliances, Threats and the Use of Neorealism”, The Origin of Alliances, Vol 13, No1 page 169-176 
10 Ibid 9 
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According to Waltz, “the structure of the international system limits the foreign-policy options 
available to states and influences international institutions in important ways. The United 
Nations (UN), for example, mirrors the structure of the existing international system insofar as it 
is dominated by leading powers such as the permanent members of the Security Council. 
Changes in international structure, including the rise of new powers, eventually lead to changes 
within international institutions”11 As a conclusion that can be drawn from this statement 
mentioned above is also a neorealist suggestion that implies that in an eventuality the permanent 
membership within the Security Council can be extended to cover some countries such as 
Germany, India, Japan, and others. According to neo-realists view we can identify three possible 
systems. These systems are shaped by the changes in the allocation of faculties, these being fixed 
by the average quantity of great powers lying within the international systems. Thus we have a 
so called unipolar system, bipolar system and multipolar system. The first contains one main 
power, the second two and the third more than two. The conclusion that the neo-realists came up 
with is that a bipolar system is way much stable than a multipolar system ally due to the fact that 
the balancing is done internally. Having just an internal balance and no other great powers to ally 
with on the external side, this makes the chances of war and international confrontations 
diminish.  
 
In what concerns the third category of theories, the neo-liberal institutionalism, the supporters of 
it take account that society is legitimate represented by the state  and even though the importance 
of non-state actors  is highly asserted ,  the above mentioned group  argue that the societies  are   
subordinated to states. In their thinking anarchy does not equal lack of cooperation between 
states. Neo-liberal institutionalists argue that: “international institutions and states can mitigate 
anarchy by reducing verification costs, reinforcing reciprocity and making defection from norms 
easier to punish.”12 Liberal institutionalists state that “institutions have an interactive affect that 
means that their impact on outcomes varies, depending on the nature of power and interests.”13 
                                                                                                                          
11  Ibid 9  
12Baylis, John and Smith Steve (ed), (1997), “The Globalization of World politics” – An introduction to International Relations 
(Oxford University Press) page 159; 




The norms and institutions that build them up are being seen as an option chosen by states to fit 
their own interests.  Accordingly to Robert Keohane, institutions are based on a set of rules 
“(formal and informal) that prescribe behavioral roles, constrain activity and shape 
expectations”. 14 
 
I. 2. Conceptualizing NATO enlargement: an integrated approach 
 
In what concerns NATO, according to neorealist logic it should have seized to exist in the 90s 
after the dissolution of the USSR and the vanishing of bipolar structure that encouraged its 
formation in the first place. Instead, NATO was reshaped in the years after the Cold War ended 
and thus assumed slightly different responsibilities and task to perform.  
This adaptation, however, can be seen as reinforcing the neorealist philosophy that “institutions 
reflect the existing international structure: when that structure changes, they must change 
accordingly if they are to survive.”  Under these circumstances, NATO manage to get through 
because it indulged a transformation. Meanwhile, NATO’s adaptation also shows the neoliberal-
institutionalist assertion that international bodies have quite an effect upon the national interests, 
this being made possible through cooperation. Hence, NATO countries have converted their own 
national policies in order to be sensitive towards other members, on the other hand, the member 
countries have dealt with quite rigorous changes in order to be properly qualified for membership 
and become part of the North-Atlantic Organization.  
 
The reason why these theories were chosen is because they are relevant to this study. The 
research question is “If NATO enlargement in the Black Sea Area is feasible” – and by expansion 
in here it mainly refers to Ukraine and Georgia. In order to do so we will deeply analyze the 
reason of enlargement after Cold War and the difference between the two enlargements waves 
that followed the dissolution of the USSR, the 1999 and respectively 2004. We shall not go in a 
deeper analysis of the third wave in 2009 because is not cogent to this research.  
                                                                                                                          
14 Keohane, Robert O, (1988), “International Institutions: Two Approaches”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol 32 
10  
  
The theories that were described above help in projecting a better understanding of the exact core 
issues present in the process of enlargement and decision making. For example, for realists 
institutions are “reflection of state calculations of self-interest based primarily on the 
international distribution of power. The most powerful states in the system, create and shape 
institutions so that they can maintain their share of world power, or even increase it. In this view 
institutions are arenas for acting out power relationships”15 On the other hand for neo-liberal 
institutionalists, “ institutions are important independently, only in the ordinary sense used in 
social science: controlling for the effects of power and interests, it matter whether they exist.”16 
“They also have an interactive effect meaning that their impact on outcomes varies, depending 
on the nature of power interests.”17 
 
To sum up in this regard of theories and their applicability to my research question it is worth 
mentioned that all three theories stated above see state as a crucial component, and also as utility 
maximizer; the different view is mainly on institutions. Because of this I strongly believe that a 
combination of all these theories will be able to sustain my research, foster the analysis of NATO 
as institution and also of its enlargement process for a better understanding of the criteria of 
decision making process within the organization and as well to timber a clear understanding of 
its enlargement purposes. Thus to be able to say how legible can we talk about a new 
enlargement wave, and on what premises these two Black Sea countries can be considered apt to 






                                                                                                                          
15 Mearsheimer John J, (1994-1995), “The false promise of International institutions”, International Security, Vol 
19, No3, 5-49, page 5-6 
16 Ibid 15 




Chapter II – The history and identity of NATO 
 
“NATO was created to keep the Russians out, the Americans in, and the Germans down.” 
                                                                                  Lord Ismay  
What is NATO? This question shall be answered briefly and then we will focus more on 
NATO’s  identity, vision, mission, objectives and role as it was before the Cold War and it’s 
shift after 1990’s and especially after 9/11 tragic events.  
 
 
II. 1.  NATO – General Overiew 
 
 
NATO is a political and military Alliance that was formed in 1949. As they define themselves 
“We want to be sure that we can talk around freely, in a safe and secure environment. Security in 
all areas of everyday life is key to our well-being, but it cannot be taken for granted” 18As a 
political and military Alliance NATO is exercising its mission on both dimensions; thus the 
political sphere of exercise is seen by NATO as “promoting democratic values and encouraging 
consultation and cooperation on defense and security issues, to build trust and in long run, 
prevent conflict”. The military mission is defined as NATO being “committed to the peaceful 
resolution of the disputes. If diplomatic efforts fail it has the military capacity needed to 
undertake crisis management operations. These are carried out under the Article V of the 
Washington Treaty and/or under a UN mandate, alone or in cooperation with other countries and 
international organizations.” NATO is one of the main international organizations which 
activates at global level. North Atlantic Treaty Organization is a political and military alliance, 
composed of 28 member countries from Europe and North-America. All these 28 countries 
cooperate in the field of security and defense. Thus NATO offers a unique connection between 




                                                                                                                          
18  NATO’s website page, http://www.nato.int/cps/en/SID-BE00B654-A07BAD49/natolive/what_is_nato.htm  




Main duties of the  North-Atlantic Alliance 
 
NATO is intended for the provision of protection of the member states through political and  
military means. The Alliance emboldens as well the cooperation and consultation with the  non-
NATO countries on a big scale in matters connected with security such as the defense reform and 
the maintenance of peace.  
Through dialog and partnerships NATO contributes to the prevention of conflicts inside and  
outside the territory of its member states. The Alliance promotes the democratic values and  
militates for the peaceful resolution of conflicts. If the diplomatic efforts have no visible  results, 
NATO holds the necessary capacity of managing the crises, maintaining the peace either 
individually or in a closer cooperation with other countries and international  organizations. 
NATO reveals also a third dimension which consists of activities in planning the civil  
emergencies and also in what concerns the support given to its partners in case of disaster  
generation. Also included in this category are the cooperation with its member countries in areas 
such as environment and science.  
 
 
How does NATO functions? 
 
The Military Command Structure holds the key role in coordinating and conducting these 
operations.  This structure is composed of major states and bases situated on the territory of  
different member countries. The daily activity, the civil and military structures and the 
investment programs of NATO are financed by common budgets, to which the member states 
contribute according to the already established participation in covering the costs formula. A 
seen above NATO represents indeed a giant international organization, with various branches 
and with a much diversified structure. But what stayed at the basis of its formation? What was 
the main goal in establishing an international organization such as NATO, to serve what purpose 






II. 2. NATO during the Cold War 
 
 
It is very important when we talk about NATO’s history and identity to be specific in defining 
the timeframe of our discussion. Thus we would further on to focus on main actions and 
developments in NATO’s structure and policy during the Cold War and in the next section to 
emphasize most on its role in the period that followed the collapse of the USSR thus marking the 
end of Cold War and the beginning of a new era for the North Atlantic Organization and for the 
international politics arena as well.  
 
In 1949, when collisions of ideological nature were flourishing between the West and the East, 
the North Atlantic Treaty has been signed and officially recognized by the United States of 
America, Canada and ten European countries. The main purpose was to create an alliance of 
reciprocal aide to be able to put up with the danger seen in the Soviet Union policy, one of 
extension towards  Eastern Europe  and also to other places around it. It is very often said that 
the main purpose in NATO’s foundation back in 1949 was to counterbalance with the Soviet 
power, which was spreading its sphere of influence and communist flame rapidly after the end of 
the Second World War by becoming a real threat to most of the European states. So NATO came 
as a reaction of the West European states and of USA to block this red communist spread and 
thus to maintain a proper balance of power. 
 
But, even if this reason mentioned above is a big part that stays at the foundation of the Alliance, 
is not the only one. In fact the North-Alliance building was a collective effort consisting of three 
important aims, such as: “deterring Soviet expansionism, forbidding the revival of nationalist 
militarism in Europe through a strong North-American presence on the continent and 
encouraging European political integration“.20 
Being aware of the Soviet threat and knowing the ambiguous situation in which Europe remained 
after the end of the WW II main European powers gathered to implement various projects with 
                                                                                                                          




the purpose of establishing a greater military cooperation and collective defense. One of these 
projects was also the Western Union (1948) that later became Western European Union in 1954.  
“The Brussels Treaty was signed by Belgium, France, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and the 
United Kingdom. Conceived largely as a response to Soviet moves to impose control over the 
countries of Central Europe, the Treaty represented the first attempt to translate into practical 
arrangements some of the ideals of the European movement. Its main feature was the 
commitment to mutual defense should any of the signatories be the victim of an armed attack in 
Europe. In September 1948, military co-operation was initiated in the framework of the Brussels 
Treaty Organization. A plan for common defense was adopted, involving the integration of air 
defenses and a joint command organization”.21 The WEU organs are passing through a darkest 
phase, one that has to do with   liquidation and finally closure. WEU has ceased to exist as a 
Treaty-based International Organization in June 2011.  
 
Even with this treaty, the European powers needed some more support in their future actions and 
thus US was a good option in obtaining it. Therefore on 4th of April 1949 the North Atlantic 
Treaty was signed and a new international organization was born. One of the most important 
articles in the treaty is Article 5 which states that “an armed attack against one or more of the 
member countries is considered to be an attack against all countries that are part of the treaty, 
and thus all members commit to use force if necessary in order to defend their territories”22.  
Having this avail advantage and working under a more secure umbrella, a state of stability in 
terms of policy could be reinforced in Western Europe. New members were added to the 
Alliance such as Greece and Turkey in 1952 and further on in 1955 West Germany also joined. 
As a respond to the latter enlargement, the Soviet Union created the Warsaw Pact which 
comprised most Central  and Eastern European countries in 1955.  
 
In the future years, NATO adopted the policy of “Massive Retaliation”, which basically meant 
that if Soviet Union attacks, NATO will respond with nuclear weapons. This “Massive 
Retaliation” policy afforded NATO’s countries to focus their resources and energy towards other 
urging matters such as economy and growth rather than improving and having a competitive 
                                                                                                                          
21 History of WEU, Text available at: http://www.weu.int/index.html  
22  Ibid 20  
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individual military force. Another event that triggered the attention of NATO officials towards 
other areas was the launching of Sputnik Satellite by the Soviets in 1956. This was received as a 
shock by the Alliance and as a consequence of this action the North Atlantic Council received a 
report from Norway, Italy and Canada’s Foreign Ministers (the so called, Three Wise Men)  in 
which it was stated the need for establishing a NATO Science Program, which finally was 
approved by the Council.  
 
 
In the 60’s we can notice a policy of détente, rather than defense, especially after the Cuban 
crisis were successfully and peacefully resolved from both the American side and the Soviet 
side. Both great powers understood and accepted their status quo thus facilitating the existence of 
a more relaxed if we can call it this way period in their existence.  
However in 1966 NATO was forced to move its headquarters from the French territory due to 
the desire expressed by France to withdraw from NATO’s military command structure. Hence 
the Alliance found a new hosting territory which was Belgium, and therefore in 1967 NATO’s 
headquarters moved to Brussels.  
A key point worth mentioning in here is the flexibility of the Alliance in the French case. NATO 
showed a great understanding in French withdrawal and even if France was still supporting and 
encouraging the Alliance’s policy and mission, it’s an important value that the latter proved in 
this case. The tolerance and acceptance of different points of view among its members without 
leading to the disassembling of it traced a huge differentiation line from NATO’s core values and 
the Warsaw Pact’s philosophy. As we will see further on, this capacity of acceptance and 
supporting different member’s policies and adjustment to change will stand as a milestone in the 
development and further existence of the North Atlantic Treaty after the Cold War era.  
 
 
In 1967 a report called “The future tasks of the Alliance” supplied o the Council by Pierre 
Harmel back then the Belgian Foreign Minister, encouraged NATO in following a new path, one 
that was promoting dialog and détente between the Alliance and the Warsaw Pact countries. 
Thus the role of NATO was extending, meaning that it was not merely directed towards 
preserving a status quo but also in helping changing it. This report was finalized in 1975 by 
16  
  
Helsinki Final Act, signed by 35 countries among which USA, Canada and most Western and 
Central European countries besides Andorra and Albania. This act enabled a stronger 
cooperation between the NATO countries and the Warsaw Pact countries. Among the terms 
stipulated in the Act was also the “respect of the fundamental freedoms including the freedom of 
thought, conscience, religion or belief.”23 
 
 
But the period of détente was approaching its end when in 1979 the Soviets invaded Afghanistan 
and deployed SS-20 Saber ballistic missiles in Europe. As a response to the Soviet actions the 
Allies planned to deploy nuclear capable Pershing II in Western Europe during the time of talks 
with the Soviets. The deployment was planned for 1983 and big efforts were done in order to 
reach a common ground with the Eastern power in order to avoid the use of nuclear weapons. 
With the change in the leadership of USSR, in 1985 the US and the new Soviet Premier Mikhail 
Gorbachev signed the “Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty”24 in 1987 by this 
“eliminating all nuclear and ground-launched ballistic and cruise missiles with intermediate 
ranges”25. This was perceived as the end of the Cold War and indeed this defense-détente period 
that marked a huge episode in international relations was ready to meet its end.  
 
 
In what concerns NATO’s enlargement this met a new phase by accession in 1982 of Spain and 
looked like the Alliance is ready for a new phase in its existence. The turmoil episode which 
finally ended with the break-up of the USSR  started in 1989 with the fall of the Berlin wall, a 
crucial moment in which the Soviet leadership chose not to directly interfere and thus choosing a 
long term reform to restructure over a short one. Gorbachev promoted the two new openness 
policies Perestroika and Glasnost which basically led to its end as Soviet leader and also the 
dissolution of the most redoubtable enemy the Alliance had until that time, the USSR.  
 
 
                                                                                                                          
23 Helsinki Final Act, http://www.osce.org/mc/58376 
24 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty  http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/inf1.html 
25  Ibid 24  
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With the end of the Soviet Union, the reunification of Germany and the break of the Warsaw 
Pact the new era that was displayed on the scene of international politics was looking promising 
and in the same time uncertain. The question: What will happen next? Was in the mind of most 
political players and various question marks were raised, such as: Would a united Germany be 
neutral and promoting democratic values? What would be the fate of nuclear weapons in the ex 
USSR Republics? Would nationalism rise again as a burden on European states future? And last 
but not least a crucial question in terms of international cooperation: Was there any further need 
for the North Atlantic Alliance?   
In the next chapter will be dedicated to answering this last question, and analyze the path that 
NATO took after the end of Cold War, its survival, the source of it and especially the process it 
went through in order to preserve its existence as one of the main International Organizations in 
the modern times.  
 
 
II. 3. NATO after the Cold War 
 
“I’m running out of demons. I’m running out of enemies. I’m down to Castro and Kim II Sung” 
(Colin Powell) 
 
What happened with NATO after the Cold War? This is a question most debated by many 
historians, political scientist and international relations experts. What kept NATO going after 
1989 and how it continued is a topic most relevant to my study since many of the answers 
regarding enlargement and especially nowadays process find its routes in the initial 
transformation NATO suffered at the beginning of the 90’s. To have a clear understanding of the 
new NATO and its survival even after his main purpose of existence stopped being, we shall 
proceed in analyzing different political perspectives and views on its resuscitation, let’s call it.  
 
 
In order to provide a clear answer to this question, many relied on the constructivist approach in 
the international relations which stated that: “it was necessary to take into account the role of 
norms, principles and identity in order to explain the persistence of NATO…….it was argued 
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that NATO was never only a military alliance held together by a sense of common external 
threat; rather it was and it is a community of liberal and democratic values and norms”.26 
 
To develop more on NATO’s survival after 1989, some concepts should be brought into the 
matter like the ones that Waltz referred to and Glenn Snyder implemented in his work, “The 
Security Dilemma in the Alliance Policies” that might somehow come into a slight contradiction 
with the evolution of the Alliance after 1990.  He states that “NATO’s durability is ensured as 
long as European governments do not have the capabilities to defend themselves against a Soviet 
threat;….NATO’s current crisis tend to confuse cause and effect…;the disagreements have 
arisen largely from a variety of proximate causes, they persist largely because the Alliance 
cannot break up. Since NATO is a product of bipolar structure of the system, it cannot collapse 
or change basically until that structure changes.”27 Waltz and Snyder intersperse the path of 
understanding NATO’s existence in the aftermath of the CW with theories emphasizing once on 
the idea of capability and second on that of external threat. On the other hand what Stephen Walt 
is doing in his book “The Origin of Alliances” is to make a coherent distinction between balance 
of power theory which posits that states react to changes in relative capabilities and balance of 
threat, which argues that states balance not merely against superior power, but also against 
perceived threats; “….if states were concerned solely with balancing power, we would expect to 
see many of the current allies of the United States align with the Soviet Union instead.”28 
 
 
NATO’s survival stands as a live example and in the same time as a peculiar perspective of 
balance of power theory. Robert Art has stated that: “without NATO and without American 
troops in Europe states will lapse into a security competition among them”29.  In his perspective, 
keeping NATO and America as a leading role in it, is a strong requirement in order to prevent a 
security race that will most likely enable conflict within, and deface the institutions of the EU.  
                                                                                                                          
26  Sjursen, Helene, (2004), “On the identity of NATO”, International Affairs, Vol 80, No4, page 687-703 
27 Snyder, Glenn, (1984), “The Security Dilemma in the Alliance Policies”, World Politics, Vol36, No4, page 494-495 
28 Walt, Stephen M, (1987), “The Origins of Alliance”, Cornell University press, page 275 
29 Art, Robert J, (1996), “Why Eastern Europe needs the US and NATO?” Political Science Quarterly ,Vol 111,No 1 
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According to Keohane, “avoiding military conflict in Europe after the Cold War depends greatly 
on whether the next decade is characterized by a continuous pattern of institutionalized 
cooperation.”30  
 
The North-Atlantic Alliance will have more chances to last if it has already rolled-on some 
institutional practices that in the new security circumstance will be cost effective. This brings us 
to our case:  the reason why  NATO has continued its existence after 1989  is because its  
institutional form during the Cold War era  owned accurate assets for achieving transparency, 
integration, and negotiation within the Alliance, and also due to the development of  general 
assets which can easily deal with new missions from a security perspective. NATO proved to be 
flexible after the fall of communism and this happen because its multi functionality during the 
Cold War. 
 
If this pattern is proved to be correct then we can rely NATO’s survival on the basis of having 
what was needed in order to deal with the external Soviet threat which after 1989 can be replaced 
by other power, state or international circumstance; its members should be shifting their main 
assets so as to deal with new post–Cold War problems in terms of security; and thus NATO’s 
reshaping since 1990 has been dealt with by taking into  consideration its accurate assets for 
dealing with factors  of instability, misperception, and mistrust. NATO’s real modification 
erupted along with the London Declaration of 1990, which stated that “the alliance did not 
consider the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact adversaries and invited them to establish diplomatic 
contacts with NATO.”31 
 
The North-Atlantic Alliance did a review in terms of  military strategy, resulting in NATO’s 
‘‘new Strategic Concept’’  that was published in 1991 November summit meeting in Rome. The 
concept stated that  “the core purpose of the alliance remained collective defense but declared 
that since the threat of a monolithic, massive military attack no longer existed, the risks to Allied 
security that remain are multi-faceted in nature and multi-directional, which makes them hard to 
                                                                                                                          
30  Keohane, Robert O, (1993), “The Diplomacy of Structural Change: Multilateral institutions and State 
strategies”, America and Europe in a era of Change, page 53  
31    London Declaration 1990, text available at http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/news_64790.htm 
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predict and assess.”32 “Security problems now arise from the adverse consequences of 
instabilities that may arise from the serious economic, social, and political difficulties, including 
ethnic rivalries and territorial disputes, which are faced by many countries in central and Eastern 
Europe. In addition, it identifies allied security interests in the southern Mediterranean and 
Middle East, as well as the global problems of terrorism, proliferation of weapons of mass 
destruction, and proliferation of ballistic missile technology.”33 
 
 
It can be noticed an obvious shift in NATO’s identity. It was a transition that was needed in 
order to preserve its existence. As mentioned above, NATO had the means of survival even after 
the Cold War but to face the new challenges, it had to improve and add new objective to its 
previous mission. The disappearance of the Soviet Union was indeed a turning point in NATO’s 
path, but it can be seen only as a crossroads, where if it had the necessary structure and values 
could perform on other political layers as well. Thus the process of enlargement is frequently 
defined as crucial in reshaping NATO’s raison d’etre. Zoltan Barany, for example proposes that 
“the gradual inclusion of newly independent East European states offered NATO a plausible if 
partial way of responding to its identity crisis at the end of Cold War.” 34 
 
 
As NATO Secretary General Javier Solana expressed it in a report prepared and embodied by the 
Bureau of European and Canadian Affairs, State Department  in 1997, “NATO has changed 
beyond recognition as it has adopted a new security approach which embraces the principle of 
cooperation with non-member countries and other institutions.”35 
Since 1989 the North-Atlantic Alliance took a different route. Such as now  NATO no longer 
considers Russia as an opponent; All the ex-Soviet countries are invited to cooperate with the 
Alliance through programs such as Partnership for Peace (PFP); By doing so NATO tries to 
                                                                                                                          
32NATO’s New Strategic Concept, 1991, Text available at  http://www.nato.int/cps/en/natolive/official_texts_23847.htm 
33 Wallander Celeste A. interview with Daniel Hamilton (U.S. embassy in Germany 1993–94, Department of State Bureau for 
European Affairs 1994–96, Policy Planning Staff 1996–), December 1999, Washington, D.C 
34 Barany, Zoltan D, (2004), “NATO’s peaceful advance”, Journal of Democracy, Vol 5, No1, page 65 




avoid the splitting of Europe between East and West and to erase the dividing line between the 
two spheres. NATO is seeking  stability and security approach  in Europe, this being possible 
through its Strategic Concept which: “Identifies the changing European security landscape, seeks 
to encourage changes already under way in the East, and stresses dialogue and partnership with 
the emerging democracies in the former Warsaw Pact;  Restructures the forces and missions of 
NATO's integrated military commands to better deal with Europe's new security environment by 




NATO developed some procedures in order to keep close to the countries that want to become 
members by implementing the Partnership for Peace (PFP) which is aiming towards a real 
partnership with the new democratic states and also with other European countries that express 
the will to participate and become future members. The PFP countries have defined a line of 
work in order to promote transparency in defense planning, to achieve democratic control of the 
military and they have also the possibility to train alongside NATO military forces. NATO also 
implemented the MAP, Membership Action Plan, a programme design to offer advice, assistance 
and practical support ; this is a program designed to answer to all needs of each country that 
wants to apply for NATO membership.  
 
However the connection with democracy lies as the main feature of NATO’s identity 
redefinition. NATO is not mainly a military organization now, but one that is concerned primary 
with the spread of democracy and of the democratic values in Europe mainly Central and Eastern  
and this was confirmed not only by invoking it as a main requisite for being eligible as member 
but also in its actions in Bosnia in the early 90’s.  
The international circumstances somehow were also favorable for NATO’s redefinition and later 
survival. Immediately after the dissolution of the USSR, new challenges appeared in the Balkans, 
meaning the Bosnian War where NATO easily found it as a good opportunity to prove that it still 
can serve the interests of the Allies and it is still needed. It was a favorable conjunction which 
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served its interests and by this could also prove that Europe still needs it. This situation it also 
gave the Alliance new perspectives in reshaping its identity and new tools that can be used for 
further development.  
 
 
The NATO Allies though share a common view in what concerns the fight against disjunctions 
to the global economy, in here attacks on freedom and navigation are also included. The member 
states have to confront with various threats such as Islamic extremists, or even authoritarian rule 
that can be installed in some of the countries. For US the Alliance can also be considered as 
legitimacy quarry for interventions in places like Afghanistan or Iraq. Whereas for Europe and 
EU especially is a way of dashing hard power. NATO can also be seen as a midpoint for 
American and European leaders to develop relations and collaborate with different institutions 




As part of the dramatically redefinition of NATO is also the process of enlargement that started 
after 1990. This process targeted the former communist Central and Eastern Europe and thus the 
involvement it had in putting an end to the Balkan genocide. Later on in 2000’s it broaden its 
perspective through the mission in Afghanistan, counter piracy efforts in the Gulf of Aden etc. 
But as NATO widen its scope, some counter reactions came to this issue. There are members that 
worry that NATO is paying less attention to Europe. And due to this, they try to return NATO to 
a more traditional approach and consider the threats upon the old continent as main priority, 
besides of course US. This reasoning is also based on the increasingly power of Russia in the 
recent years and on its desire to regain its old sphere of influence in Eastern Europe and South 
Caucasus. NATO can benefit of bigger success only if the support that it receives from the 
European side would be stronger, by doing so should also improve its relationship with non-
European democracies. NATO should improve its relation with Russia; a better relation with 
Kremlin leaders is also necessary for the Alliance in a world of transnational threats. Russia and 
NATO are no longer enemies at least not at the large scale as they used to be more than two 
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decades ago and thus they should try to find a common ground of understanding when facing 
similar threats at least.  
 
US permanent representative to NATO Ivo H. Daalder had argued that “The North Atlantic area 
is no island. It is submerged in a globally integrated world. Today the right lens for transatlantic 
relations is not so much American or European – it is global. And NATO too must increasingly 
view itself not only from a transatlantic perspective, but a global perspective.37” In other words 
what Daalder wants to say is that to have a global perspective doesn’t mean only recognizing 
different international threats and being able to counterattack them but also boosting NATO’s 
ties with partners in different places around the World.  
The misleading realist perception that NATO will seize to exist once the Cold War was over it 
didn’t mean that the realist theory couldn’t entirely comprehend the international political 
scenario but because they underestimated the American mindlessness.  The fact that NATO 
managed not only to survive the critical ’89 turmoil but also to continue its enlargement can only 
limitations of structural explanations.  An important notice that the realists made is that state 
controls if the institutions have strong or weak effects. Strong states use institutions, as they 
interpret laws in ways that suit them. As Susan Strange observes: “international organization is 
above all a tool of national government, an instrument for the pursuit of national interest by other 
means”38 
 
Chaper III  - NATO Enlargement 
 
III. 1. Historical Background  
 
If it is to give an answer from a constructive perspective to the question:” Will NATO continue 
its existence after the disappearance of the Soviet Union?” this answer won’t be much different 
from the neoliberal one: perhaps it won’t but certainly it will if allies “have reasons independent 
of that threat for identifying their security with one another”. 39 
                                                                                                                          
37 James M. Goldgeier, The future of NATO, Council Special Report 51, February 2010, pg 6 38	  Strange, Susan, (1993), “The Retreat of the State:  The Diffusion of Power in the World Economy”, Cambridge University 
Press, Nov 13, page156 
39 Wendt, Alexander (1992), “Anarchy is what states make of it: The social construction of power politics”, International 
Organization, 46, No 2, page 408 
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The constructivist theory offers us a more specific answer in what concerns the previous question 
than other IR theories; “NATO continued after the Cold War because of the allies shared values 
of democracy, markets and liberal principles of sovereignty.”40  On this premises we can move to 
the next level in NATO’s Cold War aftermath development and state that enlargement can be 
viewed as an attempt to further the “institutionalization of these shared meanings to so called bad 
apples states that do not share them yet – a social process that constructivism accounts for far 
more effectively than previous IR theories.” 41 
 
 
To remain in the same theoretical frame of the enlargement I would like to toss upon some 
concepts that boost this process to a theoretical dimension. As a main example in here for a sheer 
theoretical understanding of this enlargement process we can refer to the rationalist theory. 
“Rationalism assumes that individuals as well as corporate actors act egoistically and 
instrumentally, that is they choose the behavioral option which promises to maximize their 
utility” Therefore to make it more coherent, what institutions are supposed to do is to influence 
the options available to the actors and their cost-benefit calculations but of course not their 
interests and identities. How is this connected with the enlargement process? Well these premises 
constitute features of rationalist analysis of international organizations and their expansion. 
Expansion can conduct to crowding or congestion, that is, members cannot use the good as much 
or as often as they would like to because of other members using the good as well.  
Alliances are only formed out of necessity that is if states are unable to maintain their security 
and defend their position in the international power structure by autonomous efforts. An alliance 
with the stronger side may provide small countries with security against outside states. At the 
same time, however they risk of being dominated or subjugated by their “protector”. 
 
In order to deal with these possible misunderstandings of role, Stephen M.  Walt developed a 
balance-of-threat theory. According to this theory “states seek alliances to balance threats”42.  
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41 Ibid 34, page 409 
42 Stephen M. Walt, The Origins of Alliance,( Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1987) 
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In the neo-liberal perspective, the “international system is characterized by complex 
interdependence”43. Therefore it is the core of neoliberal proposition that if NATO expands its 
enlargement will bring net gains to its both old and new members.  
When we talk about NATO enlargement we don’t refer to new phenomena. In the past 63 years 
of its existence the Alliance grew from 12 members to more than double, reaching nowadays 28 
member states. It had three admission rounds before the Cold War and another three after 1989. 
Enlargement is in fact a dynamic and on-going process, based upon the Article 10 of the 
Washington Treaty, which clearly states that: “membership is open to any European State in a 
position to further the principles of this Treaty and to contribute to the security of the North-
Atlantic area”. 44 
 
 
 If before the Cold War the enlargement process was not so much debated and questioned due to 
the existence of a common enemy of democracy which was the Soviet Union, after its 
dissolution in the 90’s the situation regarding enlargement process started to become more and 
more uncertain. It was a clear need due to the new definition of NATO’s identity as also 
mentioned before in the previous chapter, to expand and “promote” the democratic values in 
other European countries especially in the Warsaw Pact states. But even with this thought in 
mind many political scientists were quite uncertain about the real gains that enlargement would 
bring to the existing members in what concerns the cohesion and solidarity issues within the 
North-Atlantic Alliance and their major concern was the probable impact this enlargement can 
have upon its relationship with other states.  
In order to manage some of these uncertainties NATO elaborated some important actions 
connected to its enlargement process, first of all the 1995 Study of Enlargement, the Membership 
Action Plan (MAP) and the Partnership for Peace (PfP).  
 
I chose to mention these and develop briefly on their structure and understanding because they 
will prove to be very useful in further analysis of NATO enlargement in the Black Sea Area.  
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In what concerns the Study of Enlargement published in 1995, it concluded that “this process 
will contribute to enhanced stability and reforms, including the establishment of civilian and 
democratic control over military forces; fostering patterns and habits of cooperation; would 
increase transparency in defense planning and military budgets thereby reinforcing confidence in 
among states and would reinforce the overall tendency toward closer integration and cooperation 
in Europe.”45 The Study also mentioned that “enlargement would strengthen the alliance ability 




According to the study the states willing to become NATO members would have to fulfill certain 
requirements such as: 
• A functioning democratic system based on market economy 
• The fair treatment of minority populations 
• A commitment to the peaceful resolution of conflicts 
• The ability and willingness to make  a military contribution to NATO operations  
• A commitment to democratic civil-military relations and institutional structures 
 
As a result of this study some programs to help the targeted countries become members and 
reach all these requirements mentioned above were developed. One of these programs is the 
Membership Action Plan. 
“The MAP mechanism is the stage in the procedure for nations wishing to join where their 
formal applications are reviewed by the current members. The mechanism was approved in 
the 1999 Washington summit.” 47 
 
Currently, three countries having a Membership Action Plan: 
• Bosnia and Herzegovina 
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• FYR Macedonia  
 
Georgia found the  MAP quite appealing and expressed the desire to achieve it. Ukraine was also 
on the MAP interested countries list but this happened before June 2010, after that it shifted its 
pro NATO membership policy.   
Previously, at the 2008 NATO Summit in Bucharest48, both countries have been denied the 
MAPs but instead they got a written promise to receive membership within the Alliance at some 
certain point in the future; however, Georgia's five days war with Russia in August same year 
crippled its military and revealed how controversial their prospective membership was. 
 
When referring to PfP, Jonathan Eyal in his book “NATO’s enlargement: Anatomy of a 
decision”, describes it as “an immediate and practical programme that will transform the 
relationship between NATO and participating states; PfP aimed to develop a working 
relationship between the Alliance and the PfP members by enlisting the assistance of individual 
partners in various operations, including peacekeeping;……PfP was suddenly  presented as a 
structure which neither promises NATO membership, nor precludes this membership”. 49 
 
In the early 90’s the process of NATO enlargement became inevitable. After the January 
1994summit, the American President then on duty, Bill Clinton stated publicly: “the question 
was no longer whether NATO will take in new members, but when and how?”50 
There were various factors on the European political scene that facilitated in a certain measure 
the first wave of enlargement after the fall of the Soviet Union. Some of these factors were: the 
persistent demands of the Eastern Europeans to become NATO members, the uncertain situation 
in Russia, the disaster in Yugoslavia and the scarcity of other options, also the personnel change 
(in US administration), all these have contributed to the final decision of expanding the North 
Atlantic Alliance.  
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The wild idea of inviting for membership ex Warsaw Pact countries was outrageous from cradle 
and no Western leader dared to even question it at the beginning of the 90’s after the collapse of 
the communists’ regimes. The Soviet Union was still present and its military might appeared 
unshakable. But events that took place in those days, injected a throb of fear among Eastern 
Europeans; one of the events was represented by the Malta Summit51 when the American 
President George Bush gave an implicit guarantee to the Soviet Leader Mikhail Gorbachev that 
US and the Allies will not take advantage of Moscow’s weakness. The second event that 
triggered the Easterners attention was lack of objection from Washington if the Soviet Union in 
the name of the Warsaw Pact wanted to interfere in stopping the bloodshed that led to Romania’s 
revolution and overthrow of the communist leader Nicolae Ceausescu.  
Finally, the latter debate was overshadowed by the German reunification and the two directions 
that Europe took since that moment. Europe was already pursuing two different security aims. 
For the West the immediate preoccupation was to ensure Soviet acceptance that Germany could 
unify and remain within NATO at the same time; while for the East the collapse of East 
Germany was a clear sign that the Warsaw Pact is now over and their links with Moscow from a 
military perspective are null.  
The disappearance of the Warsaw Pact and the dissolution of the USSR in December 1991 
offered plenty of opportunities for further talks, debates and forecasts. Everything seemed 
possible in the European spring, and the desire for change and projection of a new European 
architecture was the main floating device in the European political air back in the early 90’s.  
 
The process of enlargement of the North Atlantic Alliance in the aftermath of the Cold War was 
a very complex one. The degree of complexity that surrounded the admission waves was much 
higher than the one during the Cold War. The reasons for that are delivered to us the by 
international circumstances that have accompanied US and the Allies decision to further 
expansion. Before ’89 the only, viable and persistent enemy of the North Atlantic Alliance was 
the Soviet Union.  The expansion of NATO back then had to consider mainly the economical 
aspect, the military aspect which was fighting against the spread of communism in Europe and 
counterbalance with the Soviet giant; strategical aspect, by raising awareness of its members 
                                                                                                                          




about potential alliances and new admissions; considering the strategical goal of these 
admissions and their value to the Alliance.  
On the other hand, in the new NATO era the enlargement process plays a key role. First in the 
Alliance dynamics and then reflected in its international political actions. In order for NATO to 
admit new members now it must consider various aspects such as for example the Russian 
position; an alienated Russia can cause various troubles by closing alliances with other great 
powers that might not come into the favor of the US and Western European Powers. On the other 
hand, a NATO expansion reaching the borders of Russia is not at all convenient. History still 
plays a huge role in the memory of Kremlin Leaders and having the most fearful enemy (as seen 
few decades ago) at their borders is not one of the most alluring scenarios. The EU is another key 
player that NATO must be aware of as much as it must be aware of its enlargement implications 
regarding the European Union. Then the readiness of the willing countries to join; new criteria of 
admission was revealed by the 1995 Study on NATO Enlargement and there were stated some 
key points that have to be considered in order to be eligible for becoming a member. Among 
those clauses was also being a democratic state, ruled by the principle of democracy and human 
rights, having no open conflicts inside your state or with the neighboring countries etc. Marching 
on these principles of democratizing the ex communist countries NATO empowered its new role 
and by the promotion of these values in the enlargement process was already achieving a more 
elevated level in its own identity reshaping.  
 
 
From a domestic perspective NATO enlargement had to consider a clash of opinions. On one 
side the public’s attention is a worthy factor to note. All along polls supported expansion, 
although most Americans “could not name one of the countries that United States would 
potentially have to defend if attacked”. 52 
Most of the people generally saw NATO in a good light mainly because of its success during the 
Cold War era, the Bosnian War and thus there was no reason to question its expansion.  
On the other side however there were some small opposition groups, including scholars from the 
Cato Institute and the Coalition Against NATO Expansion (CANE),  - a group organized by 
Susan Eisenhower, the granddaughter of the ex US President Dwight Eisenhower. She brought 
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together “50 foreign policy elites, notably the “father” of the containment doctrine George 
Kennan, to argue against expansion”53. In the end CANE efforts were in vain due to the lack of 
interest manifested in the large public.  
 
 
III. 2. Drivers of Enlargement 
 
We can notice so far three key drivers of enlargement: candidate preparedness, strategic context 
and Alliance consensus.  
Further on there will be a brief description of all of them and mentioning key features of each. A 
description of all these key factors stands as a probative element in the apprehension of the two 




Article 10 of the NATO treaty specifies that new member states should “further the principles of 
this Treaty and contribute to the security of the North Atlantic Area”. If before the 1999 
admission wave, the lack of an adequate democratic ruling system avert some states from 
receiving NATO membership, nowadays’ principle gage is whether the applicants are net 
security providers.  
For example, in the Croatian case was the weak domestic support that hindered it from becoming 
a NATO member until 2009 and its consequences reflected in the doubt that this state will be 




This has a huge impact both on the timing of the Alliance expansion and as well on the 
candidates’ opinion. It should be mentioned in here that Russia was not the only contextual 
factor. After 9/11 episode the “big-bang” of enlargement emerged and the main driven objective 
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of the Bush administration in terms of enlargement was to gain new allies in the war against 
terrorism. Even so, Russia did play a crucial role in the expansion process. The first two rounds 
of enlargement were done considering a joint agreement between NATO and Russia and the 
creation of a common understanding political working frame. (The Founding Act of May 1997 
and the NATO-Russia Council of May 2002). The fusion on the enlargement and Russia’s 
debates within the Alliance makes the above mentioned process in the Russian neighborhood 
likely possible and even controversial. I will offer more reference to this point later on in my 
paper when I will discuss in detail the case of Ukraine and Georgia as possible applicant 




To reach consensus on any enlargement decision is obviously very important and as important it 
is as difficult it gets. The NATO Study of Enlargement from 1996 left some space for 
interpretation where some Western States have used and still can use in order to build their own 
political agenda upon the enlargement process. An example in this matter can be the French 
support of Romania at Madrid Summit in 1997 which is equal to US support of Slovenia both 
being rejected for that round. Another sustainable example is the one from Bucharest Summit in 
April 2008 when US supported the MAP plan for Ukraine and Georgia but then again with no 
real success.  
The overall point worth mentioned in here is that the more the members the harder is reaching a 
common decision, a consensus. The fact that every state no matter how big or small is has a veto 
right and can postpone the admission of other states (Greek case with FYROM), can ask for new 
measures of dealing with this procedure since there are other Balkan countries on the waiting list 
and also Ukraine and Georgia. It would be risky for the international community if the Alliance 








III. 3. NATO First Enlargement Round 1997-1999  
 
In this chapter it will be presented the first round of expansion after the Cold War. There will be 
a deep analysis of some of the admitted countries followed by an explanation of their reasons for 
applying for membership, NATO’s interests in them and Russia’s opinion on their accession. 
This drafting is most essential in answering my research question, whether is “NATO 
enlargement feasible in the Black Sea Area” because it offers us the parameters of further 
evaluation of the real criteria of admission and the concrete chances Ukraine and Georgia  have 
in order to become NATO members in the near future, according to the regional political setting.  
 
 
At Visegrad Summit held in 1991, three ex communist countries, Hungary, Czech Republic 
andPoland expressed their intention to achieve “total integration into the European political, 
economic, security and legislative order to harmonize their efforts, to foster cooperation and 
close relations with European Institutions and to consult on questions concerning their security”. 
54 Thus on December 10th 1996 NATO invited Hungary, Czech Republic and Poland to join the 
Alliance.  
Hereinafter will be discussed the case of Hungary and Poland. Czech Republic has similar 
features with Hungary so same analysis will not be repeated.  
 
 
Hungary – Reasons for applying for NATO membership 
 
After the Soviet collapse Hungary remained in an unstable situation. Especially after the 78.000 
Soviet troops that occupied the region withdrew, it remained without fundamental defense 
capabilities. 
Hungary is bordering countries that were not at that moment NATO members and among all its 
neighbors only Austria and Slovakia can be perceived as stable democracies. So the threat of its 
                                                                                                                          
54  Charles-Philippe D, and Levesque, J (1999), “The future of NAT O : Enlargement, Russia and European security », McGill-
Queen’s University Press, page 199 
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neighbor countries was an emerging one if we take into consideration that the military force of 
Hungary has been weakened since the collapse of the USSR.  
The Hungarian leadership having all the above mentioned reasons in mind considered NATO as 
the escape solution in terms of its security in the region. The Hungarian population was not so 
thrilled about their country applying for membership and being thus included in the alliance so 
the political leaders started a pro NATO campaign by offering the population the positive 
outcomes that will rise as consequence of their inclusion in the North Atlantic Alliance.  
The President of Hungary, Goncz, stated that their need for becoming NATO members is 
motivated “by values shared with the West, by the desire to belong to a favorable security 




NATO’s perspective – Why Hungary is an appealing candidate? 
 
No NATO neighboring countries, isolated, a very low military defense and a policy after the 
Cold War ended, directed mainly towards economy - hence Hungary looked like it had nothing 
to offer to the Alliance. By the looks of it the only reasonable explanation for inviting Hungary 
to become a member of the Organization is that the Alliance will consist of a new member state 
that has been “one of the leaders of post communist democratization and economic transition in 
Central Europe”56 
One of the main ideas that served as an outcome of enlargement talks among the Alliance 
members was that, this expansion round should “erase the legacy of the Soviet communist 
domination in Europe”.57Therefore the inclusion of Hungary in NATO practically meant for the 
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Washington Press, page 88 
56  Ibid 49, page 106  
57 Ibid 49, page 144 
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Russian perspective on Hungary admission into the Alliance 
 
In this case Russia had practically no objection. Its rejection of the Alliance was on the European 
level due to Russia’s impossibility of maintaining control over the Warsaw Pact countries. So the 




Poland – Reasons for applying for NATO membership 
 
Poland was first concerned about to its geographical position between the two Europe; On the 
Eastern side having Russia and on the West side Germany. In the period following the Cold War 
and with the experience of the Second World War, Poland was facing a setting sodden with 
uncertainty.  
Having made clear this perspective Poland saw NATO as the only viable way of assuring its 
security in front of an ex communist giant and of a hostile Germany. After expressing its desire 
to join the Alliance, Poland continued its path towards accession by trying a closeness policy to 
Germany. This being already a NATO country and by solving their previous dissensions would 
bring Poland one step closer to the Alliance. After 1991, Germany lobbied Poland’s accession to 
NATO by stating that “Poland might serve as a bridge across Central Europe”. 58 
 
NATO’s Perspective – Why Hungary is an appealing candidate? 
 
Poland started the admission race with some key advantages, such as: it was one of the first 
working democracies from the Warsaw Pact countries, had a very well established parliamentary 
and presidential system, a democratic one; had a stable currency and implemented very affluent 
economical reforms.  
These key elements mentioned above stood as a milestone in Poland’s accession process into the 
North Atlantic Alliance.  
 
                                                                                                                          




Russia’s perspective on Hungary admission into the Alliance 
 
Russia’s feelings towards NATO’s enlargement were not one of the prettiest. According to 
Kugler “Russia still seemed to regard NATO as an alien Cold War institution, not an organic part 
of the Western community with whom Russia desire any intimate ties”.59   
Kugler also mentions that one of the biggest concerns of Russia when NATO enlargement 
became more plausible was Eurasia and East Central Europe. Main interest of Russia in the latter 
one was for it to remain neutral, not belonging to any Western Alliance or international military 
organization.   
The NATO initiative to establish a NATO-Russian Founding Act in 1997 smoothened Russia’s 
aversion towards Poland admission into the Organization; this does not mean that Russia laid 
back feeling at ease with this process but knew that sooner or later Poland will join NATO and 
its interest was not to remain alienated from the West, or to live with the enemy in its vicinity.  
 
 
III.4  NATO  - Second enlargement round 2002-2004 
 
The second round of enlargement the so called by the political scientists the “Big-Bang” of 
enlargement came as a reaction to the tragic episode from September 11, which flipped US 
military and defense policy and along with it the Alliance main objective towards the war against 
terrorism. This new wave of inclusion had as main objective the need to know element; NATO 
had to make sure that it can count on every one of its members when time was proper for it. And 
since 9/11 the battle ground shifted towards Middle East, countries such as Bulgaria and 
Romania came into the Alliance spotlight due to their strategic geographical position and their 
leader’s desire to follow and support the Alliance missions and policies.  
 
But what is the meaning behind this huge enlargement round? 
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Such a “Big Bang”60 is thought and design towards a better consolidation of those democracies 
that indentify themselves in term of political values with the western ones, also to support and a 
better encourage a stronger partnership within the countries of the region, provide help in order 
to restore their armed forces and prevent them from a possible re-attachment to Russia and its 
sphere of influence. Another two advantages that can be noticed regarding the Big Bang would 
be  first the by-passing of that harsh decision of  NATO choosing among the candidate states , 
and second the removal once and for all of the  potential bristle in the Alliance  relations with 
Russia. NATO could then put aside the enlargement and center its attention on issues such as 
peacekeeping in the Balkans, addressing global security challenges and military reform.  
Therefore in 2002 in Prague, seven countries received the invitation to become part of the North-
Atlantic Alliance. All seven countries, The Baltic countries, Bulgaria, Romania, Slovenia and 
Slovakia were officially admitted in NATO in the spring of 2004.  
 
Further on I shall dwell upon the enlargement analysis of some of these countries, mainly 
focusing on the reason of their admission, on their interest in NATO and on Russia’s opinion 
regarding their inclusion in the North Atlantic Organization.  
 
The Baltic countries – Reasons for applying for NATO membership 
 
The Baltic countries after the signing of Ribbentrop-Molotov Pact were forcibly incorporated in 
the Soviet Union where they stayed until 1989.  After the dissolution of the Soviet Union, 
Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia have upgraded their political systems to reach a democratic level, have 
raised the living standard and applied economic blossoming reforms which only help in 
convincing NATO that their place is inside the Alliance. 
As well one important fact to mention is the size of the countries and of their population which 
sometimes can stand as a pro factor in the inclusion in an international organization. Besides all 
these, the Baltic have supported all NATO missions as well in Europe as in the Middle East and 
their commitment to the North Atlantic Alliance was indubitable.   
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With the threat of a new rising Russia on their back yard and hence “seeing themselves as a 
target in the new imperial Russia government, the Baltic wanted full membership in NATO as 
soon as possible”61.  
 
NATO’s perspective – Why the Baltic countries are appealing candidates? 
 
These countries were of a real interest for NATO since the first round, but due to regional 
tensions they were postponed for the second round. This time the Alliance revealed the real 
reason why they admission in 1999 was not granted, being that they were in the very vicinity of 
Russia and they still had to alienate their communist legacy.  
The inclusion of the Baltic States raised many questions among the Allies regarding Russia’s 
position and the biggest concern was not to feed a state of confrontation between the ex Soviet 
power and the three states, but in the end in April 2004 they were granted the membership in the 
Alliance.  
 
Russia’s perspective on the Baltic countries admission into the Alliance 
 
When the Baltic states expressed their intention to adhere to NATO Russia was not only fearing 
for losing her influence in her close proximity but was also concerned about its own security, 
that it might be jeopardized. For the first wave of enlargement Russia opposed vehemently but 
with the new leadership in Kremlin, after the September 11 episode and with the new NATO-
Russian policy Treaty, the opposition towards Baltic States accession in NATO diminished; the 
new Russian –NATO relations were empowered by the NATO-Russian Council establishment 






                                                                                                                          




Romania – Reasons for applying for NATO membership 
 
Romania chose to apply to NATO membership for two main reasons. First due to the lack of 
assuring its own security in the region, a quite troubled region during the past years; and 
secondly because it was under the communist rule for so many years wanted to acquit of its 
communist legacy and start a new epic trip on the path of democracy and western values, that 
Romania some time ago knew very well but were abolished since the end of the WW II. 
Even if Romania has fought its way to being a democratic country and overthrew the communist 
leadership in December 1989, it was still not considered an eligible state for the first round of 
enlargement. Due to the changes in the political system, and by democratic elections in 1996, 
Romania showed that is on the right track towards becoming a legitimate democracy.  
Romania had some unfinished business with Germany and an open debate with Hungary. After 
the election of a new president in 1996, the relations of Romania and Germany became closer 
and hence this facilitated the support of Germany for Romania to become part of the North 
Atlantic Alliance.  
 
 
Romania has received more support from the member countries especially from Greece, Turkey, 
Italy and most important France, that has expressed its support for Romanian accession since the 
first round but back then even if Romania has met all the necessary criteria it was still rejected 
and postponed for the second wave. The need of a member in the Black Sea area was not a 
priority for the Alliance back then as it turned out to be after the September 11 critical event and 
therefore NATO became suddenly interested in integrating the “bad-apple” countries, which 
were lying at the periphery of Europe.  
 
NATO’s perspective – Why Romania is an appealing candidate? 
 
Romania became clearly interesting for the Alliance in the second admission wave. After 9/11, 
Bucharest Leaders showed sympathy for the American people and try somehow to use this event 
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in coming closer to US and its promoted democratic values. Also Romania “adapted to the new 
path of international security behavior”62.  
Signing treaties of bilateral nature with Moscow and its neighbors it alleviated the process of 
NATO membership.  
Romania was supporting all NATO missions from Balkans to Middle East and seemed to 
identify itself with the Alliance political vision.   
And last but not least maybe the most appealing feature that enabled the Alliance to invite it in 
the second round of enlargement was its strategic positioning. It represented a direct line to the 
Middle East, Persian Gulf and Central Asia, being geographically besides Turkey the most 
advanced South Eastern country, bordering also the Black Sea.  
 
 
Russia’s perspective on Romania’s admission into the Alliance 
 
In what concerns Romania, Russia was quite poor in reaction on both sides of the scale, negative 
and positive. It’s main concern might be the fact that NATO and especially the US has reached 
the basin of  the Black Sea by including both Romania and Bulgaria but otherwise no important 
reactions were noticed regarding Romania’s accession.  
 
 
Slovenia – Reasons for applying for NATO membership 
 
Slovenia had no regional threats to fear about, but however a “full fledged membership in EU, 
WEU and NATO has been declared as Slovenia’s international objective almost since the 
proclamation of its independence”. 63 
The Slovenian government’s interest in becoming a NATO member has been perceived as a 
crucial character of country’s general political integration in the Western structures that would 
produce national security and economical effects.  
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Slovenia was supported in the accession process by Hungary. The interest of the Hungarian part 
was to facilitate through Slovenia’s inclusion a bridge towards the Mediterranean Sea and Italy, 
since she itself is a landlocked country.  
 
NATO’s perspective – Why Slovenia is an appealing candidate? 
 
Slovenia it advanced rapidly in transforming itself into a democratic state and had the highest 
GDP per capita from all the countries in Central Europe. Slovenia doesn’t have many things to 
offer due to her size and geographical position.  
But even so, the geographical proximity can serve for dashing security and it can also serve in 
the peace keeping campaigns that NATO has or might have in the Balkans.  
 
Russia’s perspective on Slovenia’s admission into the Alliance 
 
As in the case of Romania, for Slovenia also Russia didn’t state any objection regarding its 
inclusion in the North Atlantic Alliance. Slovenia was scarcely seen as Balkan and Russia didn’t 
have the same connection with it as it has with Serbia or Ukraine for example. 
 
Chapter IV - Black Sea and NATO 
The Black Sea has been for many centuries an area of extreme importance in the field of 
international relations. Considering its rich historical background and development under 
different domination such as Byzantine, Ottoman, Russian etc the Black Sea preserved its own 
identity and offered the people around its shores a huge advantage by only situating themselves 
in the vicinity of it.  
 
It has been often seen either as a bridge or a boundary and many authors have dedicated various 
writings to the Black Sea in which they tried and some of them successfully achieved to 
embound the historical, social, cultural and political aspects of these unique region. In his book 
“The Black Sea: A history”, Charles King  is referring to the BS region dimensions by stating the 
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following: “Peoples, empires and countries enter and exit at different points, sometimes 
accompanied by another character, Europe, and sometimes spurned by her. But the center of the 
stage is the sea and its littoral; the wings extend from the Balkans to the Caucasus Mountains and 
from the steppe land of Ukraine and southern Russia to central Anatolia. Conveniently, almost 
all the countries in this area are today members of the Black Sea Economic Cooperation 
Organization (BSEC), an international forum established in the 1992 to strengthen commercial, 
political and cultural ties in southeast Europe”. 64The Black Sea region played and still plays a 
crucial role in the international politics. Linking the West with the East, Europe with Asia and 
thus it stands as a bridge for the new international organizations to spread their belief and ideas 
in an area that is not easily reachable. 
 
Further on, in this paper it will be emphasized on the part that the Black Sea played in 
international relations, during the Cold War but it will mainly focus on the period hard upon the 
fall of the USSR and the appearance of the new independent countries in the close proximity of 
the Black Sea. NATO’s role in this region will also be elaborated as well as its influence in what 
concerns the security aspect; in terms of enlargement, the main topic of this thesis, will be 
addressed issues such as Russia’s relation with NATO, Turkey’s involvement in the Alliance and 
its support in the Black Sea Area actions and last but not least the cases of Georgia and Ukraine 
in terms of NATO membership will be fully covered in detail. 
 
IV. 1 The Black Sea in the context of NATO enlargement 
When talking about the Black Sea and its strategic geographical position we should bear in mind 
that the human perception is powerful and the eyesight is weak; in a strategy is important to see 
things from distance as if they were close to you and to take distance from those that are in your 
close proximity.  
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During the cold war, the Wider Black Sea Area (WBSA) didn’t play such a major role; it was 
mostly a peripheral actor. NATO reached this region in its early years by including Turkey in 
1952 into the Alliance but even so there were not any important actions that took place in the 
WBSA until 1989. With the fall of the USSR and the formation of the new states in South 
Caucasus and Northern Black Sea, NATO gained freer access to this area. Most of the states in 
the WBSA expressed their interest in working with NATO through the framework of its 
“Partnership for Peace” program and some of the countries followed up with more intensive 
partnership agendas.  
 
A milestone though in the NATO-WBSA relations was considered the 9/11 terrorist attacks on 
World Trade Center. That was an episode that shifted the politics of the US and most importantly 
of the Alliance. How I also mentioned before in this paper, a new enemy has arisen and that is 
the terrorist groups, mainly Al Qaeda based in the Middle East. For the first time in NATO 
history the Article V was invoked and thus the battlefield moved from the Balkans (in the early 
90’s) to Afghanistan and later on Iraq. In such a ignition juncture, the WBSA rapidly came in the 
consideration of the North Atlantic Organization and its Allies. As D. Hamilton and G. Mangott  
state : “The wider Black Sea region has become a new strategic frontier for Europe, Russia and 
the United States in terms of energy security, frozen and festering conflicts, trade links, 
migration, and other key policy areas. Prospects for the Black Sea in the 21st century will be 
shaped by the interaction between major external actors, the ambitions of states and peoples in 
the region, and the region’s role as a crossroads of civilizations.”65 
As the time goes by, the energy policies will also contribute in either bringing together the states 
and peoples of the wider Black Sea zone or in transforming this area in a source of rivalry. In the 
early 1990s, the promising Caspian Sea and its oil and gas from the fields, launched an energy 
competition among individual states and multinational corporations. 
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“During the Cold War, the Black Sea region marked one stretch of the frontline between NATO 
and the Warsaw Pact and was dominated by an uneasy peace. Today, this region is a major 
crossroads for energy and commerce, as well as criminal and terrorist activity. Yet strategic gaps 
in the Balkans and the Black Sea region threaten to perpetuate instability because of problems of 
separatism and potential state failure. This situation, coupled with lingering questions regarding 
the EU’s and NATO’s geographic scopes, has challenged the international institutional 
frameworks in which the Black Sea will ultimately be anchored.”66 
Since it will be mentioned a lot the WBSA in this paper, further on t in the following part will be 
provided a better explanation of what it this region means, what it includes, where it stands in the 
charts of international politics and most important, what is NATO’s role in this region.  
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From a historical point of view, the Black Sea has stood at the junction of Russia, Persian and 
Ottoman empires. During the Cold War it took the role of a boundary between the West and the 
East. With the 1989 revolution and the dissolution of the USSR in 1991 leading to the extinction 
of communism in Eastern Europe, a new page was turned and a brand new chapter was waiting 
to be written in the history of this region. Since NATO moved its borders closer to the East by 
including Romania and Bulgaria into the Alliance and Turkey having a strong influence in the  
western and southern parts, CIS states, Moldova, Ukraine, Russia and Georgia along the North 
and East, now the region starts to take conformation, a well debated and disputed shape that has 
to deal with energy threats, minority issues, drug and human trafficking and that is triggering a 
huge alarm signal for NATO’s Allies in dealing with these issues as fast as possible and in the 
best manner without stepping too much on other big power toes, here I mainly refer to Russia. 
When we talk about the WBSA geographically and politically we include also the three South 
Caucasian countries: Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan.  In talking about this region, we refer by 
default to the Euro-Asian energy corridor connecting the Euro-Atlantic system with Caspian 
energy supplies and thus Central Asian states.  
 
IV. 3 Significance of the Black Sea 
 
Since the early 90’s further on the WBSA has attracted international attention both in a risky 
manner but also in an appealing one. Further on it will be brought forward the main aspects 
where this precise region captivated the attention of the international political actors.  
 
Unfavorable aspects: 
 Economical, social and political instability as a consequence of the fall of the USSR and 
the formation of new independent states 
 The emergence of intra-state and inter-state conflicts such as the one between Armenia 
and Azerbaijan for the Mountainous Karabakh ,  within Georgia with its breakaway 
republics South Ossetia and Abkhazia, on the north side of the region there is Moldova 
with the Trans-Dniester conflict and last but not least the Russian-Chechen conflict.  
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 High level of drugs and human trafficking, a serious problem with illegal immigrants 
trying to access the states of EU and as well the insecurity in what concerns the energy 
transport from the Caspian Sea to the EU and other European States.  
 “The environmental problems that this region accused due to the high level of carbon 
dioxide emissions and the degradation of the Black Sea basin”67.  
 
Favorable aspects: 
 Due to the formation of new states there were the new opportunities of economical and 
political cooperation 
 The oil and energy resources of the region and also its close proximity to the Caspian Sea 
and Central Asia resources.  
 The importance of the region in terms of geopolitics, which serves as a transit corridor 
between Europe and Asia.  
 
There are some very important questions that would be addressed in the following chapter and 
also answers would be provided to them. These questions might serve as useful tools in dealing 
with the topic of NATO enlargement in this WBS Area and also in what concerns its importance 
among the international community.  
 
 
IV.4. NATO’s interest in the WBSA 
 
NATO’s presence in the Black Sea area was felt from its early years due to Turkey’s accession 
into the Alliance back in the 1950’s. During the cold war BS was mainly seen as a peripherical 
area, mostly surrounded by USSR and communist countries. As the Soviet Union was seen as the 
main enemy of the Alliance and since the BS was mostly under its control, NATO didn’t strive 
to expand its influence in our region.  
After the fall of the Soviet Union, thus, the Black Sea came into the attention of the international 
community and became mostly known as the Wider Black Sea Area due to the formation of the 
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new independent states of Georgia, Armenia and Azerbaijan. But along with a new wave of 
opportunities came also one of threats and conflicts that proved to be unsolvable even until the 
present time.  
 
 
Under these circumstances, and having already a wave of enlargement including states from 
Central Europe, NATO shifted its attention towards this region. It’s crucial though to mention 
that the main point in NATO’s concern in South Caucasus was September 11 tragic episode. 
After identifying the source of the attacks, the terrorist cell Al Qaeda, Washington leaders have 
decided to change the battlefield to Middle East. Therefore, South Caucasus became a 
geostrategic area of an increased importance. In this direction besides the already known 
Partnership for Peace program another two similar initiatives were launched by the Alliance 
involving South Caucasus and Central Asia and thus playing a crucial role in the so called “War 
against terror” released by NATO and its Allies; those initiatives “were the Individual 
Partnership Action Plans68 and the Partnership Action Plan against Terrorism”. 69 
 
Howbeit, NATO’s interest in the Wider Black Sea Area was lead also by other quite important 
issues such as “transnational crime, separatism and its growing strategic importance as an area 
serving as an energy corridor”.70A milestone in NATO’s relation with South Caucasus states is 
constituted by the visit of the Secretary General of that time, Lord George Robert so back in 
2003; even if this was not the first stop in this region71, it did have a great significance for future 
South Caucasus – NATO political relations; With the occasion of its visit, the Secretary General 
emphasized on the importance of the South Caucasus on Europe’s security. Lord Robertson also 
reassured NATO’s open door policy towards the South Caucasian states without giving of course 
any time precision of their accession momentum.  
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On the way to close up NATO-South Caucasian relations came the Istanbul Summit in which 
decision were made to create two more positions thus emphasizing the high level of involvement 
the Alliance has in this region; hence there have been created the NATO Special 
Representative72, which now is held by James Appathurai and two NATO Liaison Officers. 73 
Among the responsibilities of the Special Representative in practical terms “he provides the 
Secretary General with advice on NATO’s policy in the South Caucasus and Central Asia. 
Besides that, the Special Representative works directly with regional leaders in order to improve 
their cooperation with the Alliance.”74 The first appointed Special Representative for Caucasus 
and Central Asia before Appathurai was Robert F. Simons in August 2004. He served until 2009.  
 
 
Some important episodes have greatly lifted the importance of the South Caucasus in terms of 
strategic location in the past years: unstable regional context, the threat to Western economic 
interests, and its crucial  strategic location make the region of great importance in the 21st 
century security setting. “But it is the region’s role as a key transit route for the export of 
hydrocarbons from the landlocked Caspian Sea region that have really put it on the international 
map and tied it into the global economic system. However, this role has proven to be something 
of a mixed blessing.”75 
In what concerns the energy aspect the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan and South Caucasus Pipelines  (also 
known as Baku–Tbilisi–Erzurum Pipeline) have contributing in boosting the economic security 
of  the South Caucasus Republics of Azerbaijan and Georgia, thus giving a push to the two 
republics to step aside from the Russian sphere of influence and make some steps on the other 
side, hence being closer to the West. They have also consolidated the political security of the two 
states, by raising the involvement level of external player in this region. Anyhow, as both 
Georgia and Azerbaijan seem to take some distance from the Russian sphere of influence, by 
default they become more influenced by the United States and the EU. These two countries is 
quite obvious that despite of their small territory they are quite vital as energy corridors.  
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This region is one of the best options that European states have in order to disable their oil and 
gas dependence on Russia and should also enable Asian countries to diversify and reduce their 
reliance on the Middle East. 
 
 
The South Caucasian Pipeline and the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan  
 
However, the fact that South Caucasus’s is constantly increasing as importance in what concerns 
energy security could also be seen as a vulnerable point for this specific region. If there will be 
any conflict in the region, that would automatically cause a huge impact on energy production in 
the Caspian Basin and therefore on the supplies to the international market. “The dangers were 
highlighted in a communication from the European Commission in December 2006, which 
called on the EU to be more active in addressing frozen conflicts in the South Caucasus as they 
threaten to produce major spillovers for the EU, such as illegal immigration, unreliable energy 
supplies, environmental degradation and terrorism.”76  Organizations such as NATO and the EU 
need to redouble their commitment to stability and democracy in countries in the region, as well 
as their involvement in the search for acceptable solutions to the long-running conflicts. Peaceful 
settlement of the three conflicts would boost stability in the region, strengthen regional security 
and co-operation and, in the long run, improve energy security.”77 
                                                                                                                          
76  Communication from the Commission to the Council and the European Parliament on strengthening the 
European Neighbourhood Policy, COM (2006) 726 Final, 4 December 2006, p. 2. 
77 Ibid 18, Page 9 
49  
  
The South Caucasus region is indeed a very vital region in terms of Euro-Atlantic security, as we 
have seen before not only in terms of energy but also when dealing with prime issues like 
organized crime, drugs and human trafficking and of course the so called “frozen conflicts” that 
might defrost anytime infusing a wave of anxiety into the region and in its proximity.  
 
 
Further on in this paper you will be introduced to some of the arguments made on the main topic 
of this chapter: The importance of the WBSA for NATO; these statements belong to different 
political scientists, strategists or international relations experts that have discussed this within the 
topic of: “The Black Sea as boundary or bridge?”78 Their arguments are carefully presented in a 
publication dating from November 2003, issued by the Stockholm International Peace Research 
Institute79 in Sweden. Even if this data may not be very current, I have chosen to present some of 
the arguments in here because I believe that their accuracy is useful in analyzing the feasibility of 
NATO’s enlargement in the Black Sea Area thus stressing on the main aspects NATO has to 
consider when tackling the WBSA case.  
 
 
Dr. Archil Gegendshidze from Georgian Foundation for Strategic and International Studies made 
some interesting points on the topic of South Caucasus as a boundary between the CIS and 
NATO security systems stressing on Georgia’s place in this script.  
He stated that “the South Caucasus is a test area for international community with regards to 
unresolved conflicts and weak democratic institutions. There is no substantive cooperation 
among states in the region, with the except of an oil and gas pipeline built through the region. 
…EU and NATO have facilitated programs and frameworks for facilitating this process. 
….Russia does not support pro-Western policies in Georgia and prefers to influence Georgia to 
reverse its strategic course and become part of the CIS security and economic space.” 
 Mr. Gegendshidze concluded by saying that “Georgia is theoretically a potential candidate for 
the EU and NATO membership…however in order to achieve membership Georgia needs 
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Report, Stockholm ; Full text available at : http://www.sipri.org/research/conflict/trends/sipri_publications/other-
publications?searchterm=black+sea+boundary 
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Another important argument was delivered by Mr. Sergiu Celac, International Center for Black 
Sea Studies80 in Greece; he noted that in a security framework “the Black Sea is important to 
major actors such as the EU, NATO and Russia. The driving force in this region is the world 
economy. Another reason for interest is that there is not yet a dominating power in the region of 
newly independent states. …..another regional security dynamic is the new cooperative 
relationship between Turkey and Greece;….there is opportunity for a new NATO relationship 
with the countries of the region”. With regards to Russia’s role in this region Celac stated that  
“Russia is pursuing a harsher policy in the Black Sea region compared to the west and this 




Carl Hartzell, Policy Planning Unit at the EU Council Secretariat gave an EU noted that …”the 
biggest strategic challenges in the Black Sea Region are Moldova, Ukraine and the South 
Caucasus. The EU and NATO must deliver policies that correspond with what these countries 
need, while acknowledging that ultimately, these countries have to demonstrate their 
determination and ability to move towards Europe.”  
As a main conclusion that can be drawn from all these statements mentioned above is that 
WBSA it is a geostrategic region that managed to caught the West’s eye in the past years. But 
then again it is a region that has its own weak points and in order to deal with them some very 
well tailored policies have to be implemented; the EU and NATO must work together in finding 
the best solution for including this region into the Euro-Atlantic family. 
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As we move forward towards inclusion and hence enlargement I would like to dwell on some of 
the criteria that have to be considered when we are talking about a possible NATO enlargement 
in the WBSA. As it is widely known after the accession of Romania and Bulgaria, NATO came 
closer to the Black Sea. Now it has three member countries in this region and there have been 
doings that strongly asserted that NATO should consider a new enlargement wave in the WBSA.  
 
Hereinafter will be discussed some of the aspects that differ in terms of enlargement’s strategic 
context from previous NATO’s expansion scenarios, from 2004 and 1997. In the first place, now 
NATO has to deal with a stronger Russia. Back in the late 90’s Russia was a weak country, 
recovering after the dissolution of the USSR. Nowadays Russia is a confident, self dependent 
country, the main gas supplier of EU and on top of all this is also the clear leverage that Russia 
has especially in the economic realm in the WBSA, one that is greater than that in Central or 
South Eastern Europe. Secondly, in what concerns the assets of the aspirant countries from the 
WBSA, this is a main weak point; their features in terms of being eligible are less than the 
previous aspirant countries. Even though Georgia and Ukraine have made some visible progress 
in the past years, both of the countries are far from the start line that Poland, Czech Republic and 
Hungary had back in the 90’s when the problem of enlargement was being addressed. And in 
what concerns the public support for NATO, Ukraine lacks it and this lack can only come as a 
big black marble on its checklist to accession. Thirdly the issue of “identity” is quite a debated 
topic and its importance seems to be much bigger than it was more than a decade ago. If in the 
other three admission waves some of the Allies have questioned the real European identity of the 
new members, now when it comes to South Caucasus and Ukraine these issues are again raised 
and to a higher level of debate among the member countries. We will see later on as we advance 
with this analysis the countries that most oppose the Georgian and Ukrainian NATO 
membership. And last but not least, it’s the issue of frozen conflicts that stagnates even more the 
possible accession of the two WBSA countries Ukraine and Georgia and of course the other 
regional states. What happened in Georgia in 2008, few months after the Bucharest Summit was 
like an alarm signal from Russia to the West. The war in South Ossetia was just a way of 
reminding who is the real power in the area, and thus  in order for the West to enlarge its borders 




Chapter V – Perspectives on the enlargement 
 
V. 1. Russia’s perspective on the enlargement 
 
It’s quite clear to everybody that the US and Russia were never best allies, and they were 
disputing their sphere of influence for many decades already. But after the end of the Cold War 
and the  dissolution of the USSR, NATO had the doors open towards Central, Eastern and South 
Eastern Europe where it tried to reshape its previous image and start a new cooperative 
relationship with ex-socialist countries and even with Russia.  
But then again it is widely know that Russia is quite suspicious when it comes to Western 
powers coming closer to her vicinity. And the EU has triggered already an alarm by the inclusion 
of ex soviet Baltic States, of Poland and later on of Romania and Bulgaria and also reached the 
Black Sea by offering membership to the latter two, a NATO presence in her backyard is even 
more problematic for Russia.  
 
 
In spite of the new closeness between the US and the Kremlin leadership, from Russian interest’s 
perspective, the North-Atlantic Alliance is still evaluated as having the highest degree of 
endangering potential from all other organizations. Even if NATO had to work on its image in 
Russia’s eyes, Washington leaders did not want to commit the same error that is throwing the 
Eastern Europe’s future in Russia’s infield. Considering this dual dimension of the problem 
Warren Christopher the Secretary of State during Clinton’s administration introduced the PfP 
program (January 4th 1994) which stands as a stepping-stone into full NATO membership. 
Through this project the Alliance created a cooperative setting in order to help in reforming their 
defense sector   meanwhile NATO’s door stay open for those states interested in moving further 
in becoming members. Under these circumstances Russia could not blame NATO for trying to 
expand but could neither avoid being part of the Program.  
 
We must be very clear when we talk about Russia and the West and also take into consideration 
the fact that is not only an issue of power, political or military but also a matter of purpose. The 
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Alliance is aiming to create security and stability in Eastern Europe. Russia on the other hand has 
inflicted instability and intrigues in various countries such as Ukraine, Moldova and Georgia by 
doing so aiming towards increasing its influence and preventing NATO from future incursion. 




Further on we will see some more concrete reasons why Russia is opposing to the enlargement of 
NATO. First, Kremlin is opposing to the above mentioned process due to the heritage of the past. 
Due to the lack of trust that was present between the two great powers over the past years, Russia 
perceives NATO expansion as “re-containment”, a continuation of the Cold War somehow.  
Secondly, Russian Federation naturally doesn’t want troops near her borders. Even if NATO 
tried to convince Russia that no troops will be placed on the territory of the new members, 
Kremlin leaders are skeptical to this promise. Another reason for Moscow opposition is the loss 
of the arms market in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). Major resources of revenue went to 
Kremlin due to the selling of arms to CEE countries.  
The fourth reason will be the so called “Near Abroad Doctrine” announced in 1993 and 
incorporated in the Military Doctrine of Russia in 2000. According to the previous mentioned the 
ex-Soviet states represented a crucial sphere of influence for Russia for both economic and 
security reasons.  And as it clearly states out the accession of the Baltic States in NATO in 2004 
was seen by Moscow as a violation of this doctrine.  
Fifth cause consists of preventing further expansion and can be also seen as a continuation of the 
latter one explained above. If Moscow will not react more inclusions will appear and NATO will 
enter Black Sea (by Ukraine and/or Moldova) and Caucasus (by Azerbaijan and/or Georgia)  the 
first and second pillar of the doctrine will be spoiled; these dealing with economy mainly.  
 
 
All this reasons mentioned above leads us to another important question: Why are Caucasus and 
Black Sea important to Russia? Well first of all due to the oil reserves of Baku, Grozni and 
Maykop. Secondly the ways for Russia to send her energy resources pass these territories, the 
pipelines intended to reach the West are there. Thirdly in the past the Black Sea was a closed sea 
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or how some call it a Soviet Sea. Now due to the EU expansion in the area becomes more and 
more a European sea. The possible accession of Ukraine bothers Russia even more than the 
Baltic States membership in NATO, due to its strategic importance to Moscow that has its 
greatest sea force in Ukraine. Russia has its Black fleet situated in Sevastopol Crimea since 1997 
and is due to stay there until 2017. The Ukrainian President, Viktor Yanukovych, made an 
announcement on 21 April 2010 by which he confirmed to have sealed with Moscow a new 
agreement through which the lease on Russia’s Black Sea naval base in the Ukrainian port city of 
Sevastopol has been extended. “The agreement aims to extend the 1997 lease accord on the 
Russian base in Sevastopol, set to expire in 2017, for twenty five more years, until 2042, with the 
possibility of further extension by another five years. In return, Russia will invest in Sevastopol’s 
economic and social development, and, most importantly, will cut prices on natural gas exports 
to Ukraine by about 30% of the market price, an estimated US$40 billion, according to Russian 
Prime Minister Vladimir Putin.”82 
 
 
Last but not least the BS and the Caspian Sea coasts supply the wheat and maize needs for 
Russia. And of course a last argument that can be brought in here is the “Pro Western energy 
corridor” that will remove the Russian monopoly on transport in this region.  
All this mentioned above grasp somehow Russia’s reasoning for not being in favor of NATO’s 
enlargement in its near proximity. Its implication in Ukraine’s case and the subtle battle that it 
has with NATO will be further analyzed in this paper as well as the war it conducted in Georgia 
in August 2008.  
 
V.2. Turkey’s perspective on the enlargement 
 
Another key role player in the area is Turkey. As it’s widely known Turkey has a everlasting 
history with the Black Sea region from the early times under the status of the Ottoman Empire 
until nowadays as the successor of the great power.  
                                                                                                                          




Turkey since its accession to NATO in 1952 was quite isolated in the BS region, due to its 
belonging to the Alliance and also to its pro-western political ideology. But since the fall of the 
USSR and even more since the two Western BS countries Romania and Bulgaria gained NATO 
membership Turkey has exit this isolation state and her role in the region gained even more 
importance than before. 
Many political scientists see Turkey as a mediator between NATO, Russia and the Caucasian 
countries; having a pivotal role in what concerns their interaction and their strategic needs. 




The second wave of expansion was of great importance to Turkey. The admission of Romania 
and Bulgaria has helped in enhancing the stability and cooperation in the BS which is pleasant to 
her.  
The next likely NATO members tend to be Georgia and Ukraine. If this happen the feature of so 
called “flank-country” of Turkey will be taken over by others. And besides that will raise 
Turkish influence and decrease Russia’s influence in the BSA.  
Bottom line, in terms of energy policies the accession of the above mentioned countries will 
bring a lot of benefits to Turkey in the perspective of building a western energy corridor, that 
will pass through its territory as a pro Western country in order to avoid future possible 
incidents. It is worth to mention that Turkey has good relations with Georgia that is famous for 
its pro-western policy. So the inclusion of it in NATO will bring some strategic benefits to 
Turkey. Turkey has closed agreements with these states in terms of pipelines and also posses the 
eagerness to defeat the Russian monopoly on the oil market. Ankara government is willing to 
increase and develop the diversity of energy resources in the area. Also she wants to appear as 
the most important consumption and transit terminal in Caucasus. On the other hand the East-
West energy corridor will serve the interest of three parts Turkey, NATO and the South 
Caucasian country and this idea will definitely irritate Russia. Having this in mind now, comes 





First of all Turkey should try to support as much as possible a collaboration between the Alliance 
and Russia, otherwise being in the middle and having a strong role in the region will not best 
serve its interest to face an even more conflictual situation between Washington and Moscow. 
Therefore trying to decrease the tension of Russia, means that this has to be balanced with other 
gains on economical and political terms; and here Turkey can be part of this scenario and for 
example increase the efficiency of the BSEC and thus the losses of Russia are lessened and it can 
be seen more or less like a win-win situation. New agreements can be signed in regard of trade, 
usage of harbors in the BSA and as well regarding pipelines. As Stephen Larrabee stated when   
presenting his paper at the 3rd meeting of the Forum on European Security centered on “NATO 
Enlargement” “the red-lines could be replaced by pipelines….that Russia could manifest its 
negativism towards NATO expansion by seeking greater control of the CIS area, notably through 




To conclude Turkey alone cannot cover all political needs of Russia. It must be a so called 
trialogue in which Ankara leaders might play a substantial role and could also arrange the 
political platform for those three parts willing to carry these discussions: Russia, NATO and the 
South Caucasus countries. It should also be mentioned that due to the pending posture that 
Turkey has enjoyed regarding her admission into the EU, she is not thrilled about promoting that 
much the European values in a more Oriental world. Turkey in the past years has a become a 
strong country and is gaining more and more supporters of her policies among the other Muslim 
countries that see Turkey as an example to follow; and it is also the Ankara attitude in assuming 
Turkey the role of the model country and leader of this region in terms of religious 
interdependency.    
When we talk about enlargement in the BSA we focus mainly on two countries: Ukraine and 
Georgia. This are the main aspirants to the North-Atlantic Alliance and the ones that might have 
                                                                                                                          





better chances than other possible aspirants such as Armenia and Azerbaijan to join the Alliance 
in a near future.  
 
V.3. NATO Bucharest Summit 2008 
 
In order to proceed with a deeper a analysis on Ukrainian and Georgian case as possible NATO 
members, I would like first to bring into the spotlight a milestone episode on their way towards 
achieving the Alliance membership, that is the Bucharest Summit from 2008. 
During this Summit significant changes in the policy of NATO towards these two countries 
mentioned above were made. Due mainly to the opposition of Russia, the Membership Action 
Plan (MAP) was not offered to neither Ukraine nor Georgia but a doubtless guarantee was 
offered to both countries that they will join the North-Atlantic Alliance at some point in the 
future, thus the enlargement process received more a pending verdict that a precise confirmation. 
“Therefore, what Moscow perceives as a very serious threat to its security – an approach of 
NATO borders, with their military bases at the heart of Russian territory – still causes strong 
frictions with the Alliance. That is why Moscow gave clear signals to Kiev and Tbilisi, in order 
to ward off this kind of scenarios.”84 
 
 
Kremlin leaders have been acting in a quite hostile manner  in what concerns Ukraine’s possible 
NATO membership.  Russia still considers Ukraine as being part of  its sphere of influence, and 
thus Western leaders and institutions should not interfere  too much or even worse or try to 
alienate it.  NATO, as a military alliance and former Cold War enemy, is viewed with even more 
suspicion.  On 14th of February in 2008, responding to a question about Ukraine’s likely 
membership within the Alliance, President Putin stated “that Russia might be forced to take 
military countermeasures, including aiming missiles against Ukraine, if Kiev hosted foreign 
bases or joined the U.S. missile defense project”.85 
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But if Putin warned Kiev in February, Dimitri Rogozin the Russian Ambassador to NATO was 
not more amiable when expressing Russia’s position toward offering of the MAP to the two 
Black Sea countries. It seems that his harsh words also got other NATO members attention such 
as Germany and France that also expressed their disagreement in offering Georgia and Ukraine 
the MAP, even if both countries stated that the main reason for their disapproval was the 
situation of the frozen conflicts existent in the two aspirant republics.  
 
In an interview with “The Kommersant” a Russian daily distributed newspaper, from December 
2008, Rogozin clearly stated that NATO’s ties with Russia are more important than the accession 
of Georgia or Ukraine. The comments that the Russian envoy made on this topic outlined the 
magnitude of Russia over the other two republics by stating that: “They [NATO] know Ukraine 
and Georgia are not going anywhere, while matters with Russia need to be settled right now," 
"Of course, they cannot show that they have surrendered to pressure from Moscow, so they will 
make some fine statements and promises to Ukraine and Georgia, and perhaps, outline their 
Atlantic future, but no crucial decisions will be made”  continued Rogozin. He was very sure in 
affirming that there were no members within the Alliance that were glad about offering the MAP 
to neither of the two republics; in the case of Ukraine because it was on the edge of bankruptcy 
and in what concerns Georgia due to its previous conflict with Russia on South Ossetia and on 
the captious situation with Abkhazia.  
 
"Europe can see what is happening to Ukraine`s economy - companies will start closing soon, 
and the country will go bust. Europe cannot afford to prop up Ukraine," the NATO Ambassador 
stated. Rogozin added: "They will not invite these bankrupt scandalous regimes to join NATO... 
more so as important partnerships with Russia are at stake."86 
Dimitri Rogozin ended his interview by saying that the Alliance was mainly concerned to serve 
operations alongside with Russia in areas such Afghanistan and on the counter piracy battlefield 
in Somalia.   
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The US president of that time Geogre W. Bush was not discouraged by any Russia anti-
enlargement propaganda and came to Bucharest believing that the MAP for Georgia and Ukraine 
was still in the cards. Like also mentioned before he faced a clash of opinions regarding this 
topic from Germany’s representative the Chancellor Angela Merkel and Nicolas Sarkozy, the 
French President but somehow the two EU powers came to a common ground in what concerns 
the final verdict that was upon a certain membership at some moment in the future, basically it 
was not a problem of if anymore but of when. On the Russian side, the President, Vladimir Putin 
was quite satisfied with this status, not receiving a clear Membership Action Plan but just a 
promised accession in an optimistic future was a great scenario for Kremlin leadership. As it was 
proven few months after the Summit, this was a perfect opportunity that Russia took advantage 
of and played its cards wisely in making sure that Georgia is pushed away from the enlargement 
map as soon as possible by invading South Ossetia and reopening some old wounds. “Despite the 
drama though, Russia and NATO did manage to produce one important initiative. Russia signed 
a transit agreement with the alliance, enabling NATO members to send supplies through Russia 
to their troops in Afghanistan”87.  
 
The next part of this thesis will be exclusively dedicated to the analysis of Georgia and Ukraine 
individually. What will follow in the next chapters is a study case on both countries and their 
path towards NATO accession.  
The way how it will be developed this is the following, I will start by displaying the political 
setting in both Ukraine and Georgia, analyzing the Orange revolution and its outcome as well as 
the Rose revolution and its consequences on the Georgian political direction.  
In the case of Ukraine, we will deal with the tumultuous political events that have shaped the 
road of this republic in the past 4 years with emphasize on the two main political parties ( Party 
of Regions and Bloc of Yulia Tymoshenko) and their affiliation to Western Alliance or Russia; I 
will offer as well  statistical reports based on surveys  regarding the population’s support on the 
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International Studies, Page 11 
60  
  
enlargement process and their trust in the North-Atlantic Alliance; finally updated statements 
will be displayed, comments and studies on Ukraine’s latest political orientation. By doing all 
these I sure hope to offer a better and clearer image of the feasibility of NATO’s enlargement in 
this area. If is worth considering Ukraine as a future, potential member or it was just a feeble 
desire smothered by the Russian leaders , some of  the Alliance members and its own political 
leadership.  
 
In what concerns Georgia, the analysis will start with an overview of the Rose Revolution and 
the change of power in Georgian government. Further on it will continue with a research on 
Georgian-Western policies and Georgian – Russian political relation. Some significant insight 
will be also offered into the August 2008 tragic episode from South Ossetia thus revealing its 
meaning for Georgia’s desire of NATO accession and last but not least this chapter will end by 
concluding on Georgia present political status and orientation in terms of enlargement hence 
being able to offer a global picture of its position on the chart of aspirant countries and how 
realistic can we talk about Georgia as future NATO member. To support my assay on the 
mentioned topics in both study cases I will use primary sources such as interviews, newspapers, 












Chapter VI – Study Case, Ukraine                          









VI. 1. Ukraine’s Political Situation 
 
Since it gained its independence in 1991, Ukraine has been divided between anti-Russian,  
mostly in the Western side of the country, pro-Russian in the Eastern side and the moderates that 
were situated of course in the Center of the country.  
Its first president, Leonid Kravchuk didn’t score any remarkable results in a transition economy 
like the one of Ukraine was. The president that followed him, Leonid Kuchma has managed to 
stabilize the economy which was in a state of hyperinflation; his reputation though had to suffer 
due to some association of his name with drug dealers and his supposed involvement in the 
murder of a journalist thus situating him in a more distant relationship with the West. Then it 
followed a short flourishing period for the Ukrainian state when reforms took place under the 
lead of Viktor Yushchenko as Prime Minister and Yulia Tymoshenko as Deputy Prime Minister 
for fuel and energy.  
The main turning point or at least what was thought to be a turning point in Kiev’s internal 
administration was constituted by the Orange Revolution, which took place in the following 
period of the run-off vote of the 2004 Ukrainian presidential election; the elections were accused 
to be manipulated by the high level of corruptions and also fraud at electoral level. The two 
opponents were Viktor Yanukovych  and Viktor Yushchenko . The former belonging to the Party 




The outcome of the Orange Revolution brought V. Yushchenko and Y. Tymoshenko back to 
Kiev this time in the role of President and respectively Prime Minister. Some considerable 
effects of the new governance were the raising of Ukraine at a rate of 7.5% a year and the 
achievement of the WTO membership in 2008. But reform was not as successful as expected 
under the Orange leaders due to various factors such as: disputes over gas issues with 
neighboring Russia, the crisis that hit the economic system and last but not least the extremely 




One of the benefits of the Orange Revolution was the formation of the civil society that was 
mainly absent since the formation of the Ukrainian Republic in 1991. “During the Orange 
Revolution Internet use in Ukraine tripled as Ukrainians turned to the Internet as the only 
objective news source.” 88 
The Orange Revolution was significant in what could be seen to be a shift by Ukraine 
geopolitically to the west. The mass demonstrations after the election fraud in the second round 
showed that Ukraine was developing an increasingly pluralistic civic society which wanted 
European values such as the respect of the rule of law and democracy to be upheld by their 
leaders.  
 
VI. 2. NATO and the Orange Revolution  
 
Since the signing of the Ukraine-NATO charter in 1997, Ukraine has cooperated closely with its 
member states, often to the annoyance of Russia. After the Orange Revolution, the prospect that 
Ukraine might join NATO in the near future seemed real as NATO, unlike the EU, had an ‘open 
door’ policy towards membership. After a successful visit by Yushchenko to Washington in 
April 2005, NATO upgraded Ukraine to Intensified Dialogue on Membership, a step away from 
a Membership Action Plan (MAP) which would have seen Ukraine put on the road to NATO 
membership. “Ahead of the NATO Riga summit, which was planned for November 2006, 
Ukraine had a real prospect of being invited into MAP, so long as free and fair elections were 




The forming of an ‘anti-crisis’ government, made up of parties which were pro-Russian and 
hostile to the idea of NATO membership meant that at the NATO Riga summit in November 
2006, Ukraine was not invited to into Membership action Plan, which it was expected to be. This 
disastrous decision by Yushchenko completely undermined his pro-West agenda. If Ukraine had 
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gained a MAP in 2006, this would have been real evidence that the Orange Revolution and the 
values which it stood for were beginning to pay off. Gaining a MAP in 2006 would have shown 
the rest of the world, especially the EU, that Ukraine was serious about integrating into Euro-
Atlantic structures and could have even put the issue of membership of the EU back on the 
agenda as membership of NATO is seen as a precondition of membership of the EU. 
 
 
The failure of Yushchenko to integrate fully into Euro-Atlantic structures in the years following 
the Orange Revolution meant that he was not able to sustain a change of geopolitical nature in 
Ukrainian foreign policy. The hope and optimism that was so visible in the aftermath of the 
Orange Revolution was quickly dampened as the two main players, Yushchenko and 
Tymoshenko, fell out with each other, causing the Orange coalition in parliament to break up. As 
the EU, with its institutional problems at the time, failed to offer Ukraine membership; 
Yushchenko also missed the change  to gain a MAP from NATO. The failure of Yushchenko to 
deliver on his programme of integration and reform meant that Ukraine became increasingly 
open to Russian influence. 
 As Ukraine slipped away from Western integration, it once again became stuck between east 
and west, as Russia sought to tighten its grip in its near abroad. 
 
 
VI. 3. Opinion polls on NATO’s enlargement  
 
A so called impediment in its way towards accession that Ukraine faces is the little support from 
its population regarding the country's membership in the Alliance. There is very less support 
from the population’s side in this matter and according to national surveys most than 50% of the 
population will vote against NATO membership if they would have to do it. Of course being 
such a vast country NATO’s support also differs. The western part of Ukraine is more pro 
NATO while the Eastern part is more pro Russia. As an addition to this I should also mention 
that the level of awareness and understanding of the North Atlantic Organization among the 
Ukrainian citizens is quite low. According to exit polls almost half of the population 47% has no 
clear perception about NATO and its effect on Ukraine. In September 2009 the outcomes of a 
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survey made by the "Pew Research Center's Global Attitudes Project"90, showed that 51% of the 
Ukrainians opposed NATO membership, thus leaving only 28% who were in favor of the 
admission. (See Annex 1, Table 1) 
 
 
The population's views on whether Ukraine should become a NATO member are quite split 
mainly accordingly to regions and ethnicity. Due to a percentage of 74% of ethnic Russians were 
in contrast with 46% ethnic Ukrainians the variable of NATO membership is quite low within 
the Ukrainian society. In what concerns the regional groupings, the people living in the East 72% 
and South 60%, predominantly Russians tends to be higher than elsewhere within the country 
and they most likely are opposing an Alliance membership; on the other hand, those living in the 
central region a proportion of 51% and in the western part a majority 59% are most in favor of 
Ukraine being part of NATO. (see Annex 1, Table 2) 
 
In what concerns the European perspective, many European publics supported the country's entry 
into NATO. Considerable majorities can be noticed in Poland (64%), Lithuania (58%), France 
(54%) and those were in favor of Ukraine's NATO membership. At the other pole we have the 
Germans and Italians who disagreed on a scale up to 53% in Germany and 42% in Italy.  
A capital "NO" came though from Russia, where more than 72% of the population strongly 
opposed Ukraine's admission into NATO. (see Annex 1, Table 3) 
 
 
According to Gallup91 in a survey published on April 2nd 2010, most of the Ukrainians when 
asked if they see NATO more a thread that a protection mean, 40% said they see it as a threat 
and 17% as protection. This poll took place in Ukraine in February 2010 just before the 
presidential election that led to a new leadership at Kiev a pro-Russian one.  
It seems that the case of East and South Ukraine is mainly similar in terms of political alignment 
with Belarus. Thus meaning that the Russian ties and Slavic preference among the population are 
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http://pewresearch.org/pubs/1542/ukrainie-president-blocks-nato-membership-russia-influence  




stronger than the European and NATO values and apparently, considering the polls, more 
appealing. The closer they are to Russia geographically and culturally the further they are from 
NATO and this is also proved in the survey that was presented above, the one conducted by the 




VI. 4. Ukraine’s latest status regarding the North Atlantic Alliance 
 
For most of the international community it was not a surprise the politics that Yanukovich will 
adopt once being appointed as president of Ukraine. EU and also NATO knew that the political 
affiliation of the Kiev leader is lined and going in the same direction as the one of Kremlin 
leaders. Most of the international experts in terms of Euro-Atlantic enlargement agreed that 
Yanukovich policy is not a pro-western one and hence Ukraine lost its last card in the game of 
NATO accession.  
According to Oleksandr Sushko, the research director of the Independent Institute for Euro 
Atlantic Cooperation in Kiev, “It is definitely not the policy of Yanukovich to join NATO”. He 
also stated that “Yanukovich policy is not to move in any direction, but for Ukraine to be kind of 
a bridge between East and West. The danger is that we are moving into a grey zone, where the 
security status of Ukraine will become ambiguous.”93 
From the moment that Ukraine achieved its independence in 1991, most of its leaders had as 
main target on their political agenda, to gradually integrate the 46 million people republic into 
the European community of nations.  
As it is also mentioned earlier in this paper, Bucharest Summit was not offering Ukraine certain 
guarantee that will become a member by offering the MAP, even if NATO accession was still 
promised. But what happened a few months after in Georgia, and the financial crisis in the early 
aftermath of the presidential elections, have made NATO’s membership for Ukraine even harder 
to be foreseen.  
 
                                                                                                                          
92 Pew Research Center's Global Attitudes Project  http://www.pewglobal.org/ 
93 Weir, Fred (April 2010), Yanukovich kills Ukraine’s bid to join NATO, The Christian Science Monitor, www.csmonitor.com        
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According to Vladimir Paniotto, director of the independent Kiev International Institute of 
Sociology, the Ukrainian population after all does not seem to be so disappointed by such a 
scenario like the one I mentioned above; “a poll on this was in October 2009 when 17% of the 
Ukrainians supported NATO membership and 53% were opposed”…."we’ve polled on this 
regularly over the years, and majorities have always been against joining NATO"94 concluded 
Paniotto.   
 
Since the financial crises struck in 2009 the Ukrainian population was not so much concerned 
with foreign policy anymore, but mostly with domestic issues that were quite burdensome; due 
to this tendency the Kiev regime was more focused in setting profitable ties with Russia its main 
trading partner.  
Regarding the political agenda of the Ukrainian President, back in 2009, Fyodor Lukyanov, who 
is editor of "Russia in Global Affairs"95 commented: "I don’t think that Yanukovich is thinking 
in any grand terms, such as positioning Ukraine as neutral or non-aligned international player"; 
Lukyanov continued “I think he’s key goal is to save the Ukrainian economy from collapse and 
for this he needs help from all sides, including Moscow. Meanwhile you don’t hear any 
European country pressing to have the question of Ukraine NATO’s membership put back on the 
table. Yanukovich is simply behaving in a pragmatic way.”  
 
 
Mr. Sushko a supporter of Ukraine NATO’s membership and a pro-Western researcher worries 
that if Ukraine’s drifts away towards Russia, might end up by being a Russia satellite as worse 
scenario but quite probable considering the significant changes, pro-Russian changes that have 
been made by the Kiev regime.  
“Yanukovich and the people around him  are not noted for their strong commitment to 
democratic values, and it’s a big question what might happen if Ukraine’s economy continues to 
deteriorate;…this is certainly a chance for Russia to erode the democratic  choices that Ukraine 
has made”, he added.  
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In terms of US policy in the WBSA it is worth mentioning that Ukraine has held a very 
important role during the Obama regime in the reset of the US-Russian relationships. Ukraine’s 
geostrategic place in the European political context might throw a shade of risk on Obama’s 
Russia policy. Ukraine is a very important card that US has to play wisely if they want to avoid 
the former’s closer rapprochement to Russia. An engagement regarding its security issues and 
economy as well as the energy sector might stand as viable points of throbbing for the US.  
The Ukraine’s National Centre for Euro-Atlantic Integration was removed in 2010 April; this 
was a center in charge with measuring Ukraine’s progress in the level of implementation of the 
Annual Action Programme. “However, to make up for the resulting lack of proper co-ordination 
and control mechanisms, the President issued a decree on 18 November 2010 for the 
continuation of  constructive partnership with NATO establishing five National Coordinators for 
Ukraine’s Partnership with NATO in the following areas:  Foreign Policy and Economy;   
Defense and Military; Resources (Financial); Security; and Legal Issues."96 
Furthermore in the summer of 2010, Yanukovich reaffirmed its policy as a “non-bloc policy, 
which means non-participation in military-political alliances.”97 There have been assumptions 
from the opposition’s side that Kiev leadership is testing the society’s position towards possible 
Ukraine’s membership in the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), an organization 
composed of countries such as: Russia, Belarus, Armenia and the Central Asian states. 
On top of all that, there is the new signed agreement for the Russian Black Sea Fleet from 
Sevastopol, which will last until 2042. This is almost clear for everyone that NATO will not 
tolerate to have a foreign military base on its territory even if there is no specification regarding 
the legal obstacles for states who host foreign bases on their soil to join the Alliance, and unless 
this agreement is not rescinded then Ukrainian prospects of joining the Alliance will be totally 
ruined. 
“Surely the quest for understanding in the Ukraine – NATO – Russia triangle requires 
considerable effort,” Alyona Getmanchuk said, the Director of the Institute of World Policy. 
“And the results of such policy will hardly be noticeable form a short-term perspective. 
However, this partnership can become the best strategic investment in the security of Ukraine as 
                                                                                                                          
96  Malan , Lucio  (2011), Post-Orange Ukraine: Internal Dynamics and Foreign Policy Priorities ,  NATO Parliamentary 
Assembly, Full text available at http://www.nato-pa.int/default.asp?SHORTCUT=2439    
97    Pop ,Valentina, (4 June 2010),  Ukraine Drops NATO Membership Bid, EU Observer http://euobserver.com/9/30212 
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well as the whole region. Although Ukraine and Russia see NATO differently, there are many 
aspects where our views coincide, indeed.” 98 
 Even if some hopes might glitter for Ukraine, the best probabilities are against its membership 
chances. Even so, the North Atlantic Alliance is aware of Ukraine’s direction in terms of foreign 
policy. NATO is still committed to the promise it made to Ukraine in Bucharest in 2008 but on 
the other hand it also respects the political direction, the sovereignty of a country and its strategic 
approach in terms of international cooperation.  
 
 
On a practical level there are two key issues that US has to consider when it comes to the 
strategic scenario concerning Ukraine, first the Ukrainian security guarantees and second the  
security in terms of energy.  
In terms of Security Guarantees on 6th of June the parliament  in Ukraine adopted a resolution 
entitled “Real guarantees to Ukraine’s Nuclear-free Status”99. In a conference organized by the 
Council for Foreign and Security policy in Ukraine on 15-16th of April 2010 with the topic 
"From Ukrainian Security to European Security. 21st Century Challenges100 various parliament 
members of Ukraine and other well –known intellectuals participating to the conference debated 
the topic of non-alignment policy followed by Ukraine. The majority of experts decided that a 
new national security concept is needed and they are entitled to have it considering the fact that 
there is no future NATO integration knocking on their doors.  
 
 
In the aftermath of the elections, Yanukovich announced Ukraine’s neutrality in what concerns 
regional security institutions such as NATO and CSTO. It seems that the Ukrainian president is 
apparently trying to reach a balance policy between Russia and the West regarding security 
aspect. But this might be a tricky policy for Ukraine, according to Volodimyr Ohryzko a former 
                                                                                                                          
98  The First Ukraine – Russia – NATO Forum “Cooperation with NATO: Benefits for Ukraine and Russia”,  Text available 
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99  (6 June 2010) , Parliament proposes drafting international document to strengthen security assurances to Ukraine , Full text 
available at http://www.kyivpost.com/content/politics/parliament-proposes-drafting-international-documen-
72242.html?flavour=mobile    
100    April 2010,  From Ukrainian Security to European Security, 21st Century Challenges, Resolution of the international security 
forum, Full text available at http://www.acgrc.am/pdf/lvivresolution.pdf   
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minister of foreign affairs, “non-alignment will be a big financial burden for Ukraine…Ukraine 
will not be able to sustain the financial costs of being non-aligned and provide for its own 
security independently”. 101   This is quite a valuable point to make considering the fact that 
Ukraine is passing through a tough economic situation.  
 
 
According to what Glenn Snyder wrote in his book “The Security Dilemma in alliance 
politics”102 the two main challenges for an Alliance are the fear of entrapment and abandonment. 
I shall not discuss now the whole theoretical background of his research but I will briefly clarify 
what these fears refer to and how is it connected with the case of Ukraine.  
Hence, the “alliance security dilemma is more severe in a multipolar than in a bipolar system.  
High mutual dependence coexists with plausible realignment options in the former system, while 
the risks of abandonment are low - although fears of entrapment exist in a bipolar system"103. 
On one hand, when we are talking about multipolar systems, the fear and uncertainty in terms of 
alliance are the two dominant tendencies due to the fact that abandonment by one’s ally stands as 
a likely reality. 
On the other hand when it comes to bipolar system, abandonment is simply excluded from the 
matter mainly due to the simple reasoning that the superpowers are committed and strongly 
united by their shared interests and common views in what concerns defending their allies and 
maintaining those inside the alliance, thus their de-alignment is irrational. 
 
Now, in what concerns NATO’s   and its Eastern and WBSA possible enlargement, the case of 
entrapment is more possible to occur. While the new member states see NATO as their protector 
and national security provider in order to keep them away from possible Russian influence; the 
old member states and some of the most powerful in the Alliance have managed to develop good 
bilateral relations with Russia and do not share the same feelings as the new member states.  
There is a high risk that the internal Ukrainian division over NATO and Russian affiliation could 
provoke an unstable environment among the new member state of the Alliance that support 
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Ukraine’s membership and their opponents in this matter, the other states like Germany and 
France for example.  
 
 
We should notice the diversified and antagonistic policy agenda that Ukraine’s leaders had since 
its independence in 1991. It firstly passed through the phase of multi-vector foreign policy, 
“oscillating between two competing centers of gravity, Russia and the West, as was the case 
before 2004”104 during Kuchma’s regime; then it was Yushcenko’s time, he led a pro-Western 
pro-NATO policy on the affixing Ukraine on its path towards North-Atlantic integration; and the 
present regime of Yanukovich that is trying to keep Ukraine in a neutral state of non-alignment.  
During all these administrations, all the new NATO member states supported Ukraine’s 
inclusion into the Alliance. All new members are envisaging their own ideas of European 
security that best suit their purposes and to most of them, Ukraine as NATO member could be a 




Therefore, having a Ukraine that has no security guarantees and fluctuating between East and 
West can easily “generate a risk of entrapping NATO members into political confrontation with 
Russia.”105  Another key player in the region and very important actor in Ukraine-US-Russia 
relationship is Poland. Can be noticed an interesting ratio such as: “Ukraine is important to 
Russia to preserve the US engagement policy’s achievements with Russia and Poland is 
important for Russia to preserve the achievements of rapprochement policies with Ukraine and to 
strengthen its relations to Europe.” 106 Zbigniew Brzezinski in his work “An agenda for NATO” 
wisely mentioned that “United State is concerned with Ukraine’s independence because is 
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concerned with Russia”. Brzezinski continued by saying that “bolstering Ukraine’s 
independence would tame Russia’s imperial temptations.”107 
 
 
To conclude in terms of security guarantees in the Ukrainian case, the political environment is in 
continuous change and the Obama new reset policy with Russia as well as Russo-Polish 
rapprochement and last but not least Yanukovich neutrality envisaged status for Ukraine’s 
security aspect leaves a lot of room for further discussions and even cooperation and most 
important for finding viable solutions for Ukraine’s security that can benefit most of the actors 
from the international political scene. Of course, this is a delicate matter since in the security area 




Therefore in what concerns the energy aspect it will be further presented some important 
characters that refer to the energy sector in Ukraine in terms of security and NATO’s role within 
it. Kharkiv Treaty, an important step in Ukrainian –Russian political, military and energy based 
relations; on April 22nd 2010, both Kiev and Kremlin leaders have signed the Kharkiv Pact which 
key feature was “an extension of the lease on the Black Sea port of Sevastopol to Russia by an 
additional 25 years from 2017 to 2042 in exchange for a 30 per cent reduction in the price 
Ukraine pays for gas between 2010 and 2019, although cooperation has been extended across a 
range of sectors.”108 The sense of reaction from the international community regarding the 
Kharkiv Accords was due to its rapid manner of execution which left no further space to 
counterarguments. But even so, the lack of Western investments in Ukraine and the abundance of 
Russian directed energy deals might lead to a situation of Russo-polarization of the North Black 
Sea country.  
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In April 2010, Russian Prime-Minister, Vladimir Putin stated that “there might be a possibility 
that Russia would determine concrete volumes of gas to be transported to the EU, through 
Ukraine,”109 even though he mentioned afterwards that there is no open talk in this concern yet.  
From an objective perspective Ukraine seems to be in a very difficult situation in what concerns 
its energy sectors. New and productive reforms are needed in this area and also a better 
exploitation of gas resources.  
Ukraine’s Vice Prime Minister, Sergiy Tigipko said that “Ukraine would need additional 
investment for the exploration of Ukrainian gas deposits in order to lessen its energy 
dependency”.110 
 
In order to deal with these issues mentioned above both the EU and US have to lodge in 
upgrading the  gas transportation system in Ukraine. To put this differently, the energy sector in 
Ukraine must become more competitive, efficient and definitely more transparent in terms of 
investment. 
Diversified investment sources in Ukraine can only contribute to the good flow of internal and 
external affairs as regards of energy sector. It can avert US and Russia from holding the 
monopoly on an energetic branch and it can also deter from domestic political conflicts in the 
way that the opposition cannot put the blame on Yanukovich for selling Ukraine to the Russians 
and also the present government won’t be seen as the only good provider of the nation.  
 
 
VI. 5. Conclusions 
 
The Orange Revolution in Ukraine could have been the starting point of the establishment of a 
true democracy and thus the accession into the European and North-Atlantic Organizations to be 
much simpler than it looks now. The missing opportunity at Riga Summit in 2006 for Ukraine to 
receive the MAP meant as it can be noticed now, almost the closure of its door to NATO. 
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Even if the Alliance, claims an “open door policy”, realistic issues that have been discussed in 
this paper until now such as the anti-NATO population majority in Ukraine, the pro-Russian 
leadership and it’s  antagonistic neutrality views in terms of security, the lack of a concrete and 
yet proven democracy and the high level of corruption plus the precarious financial situation the 
country lies in, adding also Germany and France’s position  not in favor of Ukraine’s admission 
are confirming more and more the fact that Ukraine is getting further away from the Alliance and 
the Alliance itself doesn’t seem that much disturbed by this.  
The Russian factor is as well a main factor in what concerns Ukraine, NATO’s membership that 
can only be seen as the cherry on the top of the cake.  
 
 
But to keep an optimistic note though, despite all its deficiency the Orange Revolution and its 
outcome materialized in an Orange government which was elected in a democratic manner, 
which left a dense legacy of political openness; an openness that according to the former Prime 
Minister, Yulia Timoshenko, “is being tested under the new government”. 111 
 
 Yushchenko and then Prime Minister Yulia Tymoshenko didn't mention the Alliance in their 
campaign programs for the presidential election in  2010 while Arseniy Yatsenyuk, another 
candidate, “had withdrawn his support for membership in favor of  non-bloc status, which polls 
suggest has more support than membership in NATO or CSTO”112. However, on the verge of the 
elections in January 2010 Yushchenko warned that “if Ukraine did not seek NATO membership, 
it would lose its independence and democracy”.113 At the July 2010 meeting with NATO 
parliamentarians, Natalia Nemyliwska, Director of the NATO Information and Documentation 
Centre (NIDC) in Ukraine, pointed out to the curious fact that  since the membership question is 
not a priority on the agenda then the new NATO-Ukrainian relations gained a different 
dimension leading to a more cooperative interrelation. 
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Through NIDC and other mechanisms, NATO is trying to change the perception that it is only 
and exclusively a military organization. Unfortunately, the current government effectively 
supports anti-Western sentiments in the public, nurturing an image of NATO which evokes the 
sense of fear. Unfortunately, the criteria for independent pro-Western media and NGOs is 
decomposing and the democratic freedom of media and of speech become more and more 
influenced by the Kiev leaders in order to support their political games.  
 
 
To conclude, Ukraine’s new non-alignment policy in terms or security does not bring it closer to 
NATO. It is a risky position and it must play wisely its cards neither to fall under Russian 
influence nor the West without its free will. Unfortunately Ukraine is not at the same level with 
Switzerland or Austria, or Sweden to claim neutrality in what concerns NATO enlargement. 
Yanukovich’s policy is merely a cover up for further intensifying Russian relationships without 
slinking in a disturbing manner in front of the EU and NATO.  
Even so, NATO remains optimistic regarding Ukraine and continues to reaffirm what was said 
also in the Bucharest Summit from 2008. In a speech given by the NATO Secretary General, 
Anders Fogh Rasmussen, at the Kiev University on 24th of February 2011, he stated that: “most 
of today’s challenges go beyond national borders. Many of them are inter-related. And no 
country can tackle them on its own. The only way to meet these challenges is through a new 
level of cooperation between nations and organizations.  
In recent years, NATO has become an increasingly effective platform for precisely that kind of 
multilateral security cooperation. We have decided to modernize our partnerships. That will 
boost NATO’s role in multilateral security cooperation. And it will open up interesting new 
opportunities for an active partner like Ukraine to deepen its cooperation with the Alliance. 
Defense reform must remain a key priority. It is vital to Ukraine’s European aspirations to have 
military forces that are under democratic control, well-organized and structured to meet the 
requirements of the future, rather than those of the past. 
…..The development of democracy and the rule of law is a key dimension of NATO-Ukraine 
relations and I trust that Ukraine will stay on this course. 
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And I can assure you that NATO will continue to help Ukraine as it continues on that path. And I 
have no doubt that, with your commitment, your energy and your determination, the journey will 
be a success.”114 
 
 
This speech is quite promising for Ukraine but still its path towards admission is quite 
troublesome. Now Ukraine it cannot afford stating its position and especially after 2008 
Bucharest Summit and even more after the August War in Georgia, it must have a clear 
understanding of what the Alliance can offer and thus balance it with what Russia is caable of 
doing in order to impede this. Ukraine like it was also stated before cannot afford this luxury of 
being a neutral country; it needs a good defense system and a democratic ruling; and most of all 
it needs to be very diplomatic in dealing both with Russia and the USA.  If Ukraine will not 
maintain at least the same level of relationship both with Russia and the Western democracies, 
will risk closing its membership door both in EU and NATO and thus its feeble democratic 











                                                                                                                          
114  Anders Fogh Rasmussen, (February 2011), Ukraine and NATO: Partners in security,  Speech given at the Kyiv University, 






Chaper VII – Study Case, Georgia 
                                            









VII. 1. The Rose Revolution 
 
Close to the date of the parliamentary elections in November 2003, the party led by 
Shevardnadze the "Citizens’ Union of Georgia," suffered a internal division. A faction that made 
itself remarked was the National Movement for a Democratic Change, who was led by Michael 
Saakashvili a young journalist that had an American background in terms of studies. He was the 
chief of the Parliament of Georgia department of forensics, he was also appointed as the Minister 
of Justice, and last but not least the headman of Tbilisi’s City Council. Due to his impressive 
skills in the field of advocacy he managed to gain great popularity among the Georgian 
population. Even though he was quite young from a political perspective at the age of 36 he was 
already considered as a main candidate and favorite to win the presidential elections. 
 
The Rose Revolution had started as a reaction to the illegal results of the parliamentary elections.  
In 2003 more precisely on 2nd November there were parliamentary elections in Georgia and those 
were marked by virulent ballot stuffing, polls that were opening late, and ballots that were not 
delivered to the poll centers; on top of that were the voting list that consisted of people who were 
either dead or not living anymore in the country. Moreover prior to the election the Georgian 
President back then, Eduard Shevardnadze, encouraged people to freely participate in the 
elections and express their vote according to their own desire and choice. In a message that was 
broadcast on state television few days prior to the elections, he informed his audience that “every 
person has a free choice” and “every citizen [should] vote as their conscience dictates.”  
Shevardnadze also mentioned that “the possibility of opposition forces winning the majority of 
seats in parliament cannot be ruled out….If [the voters’] conscience tells them that the majority 
of seats should go to opposition forces, then I will be ready to cooperate with everyone who is 
guided by Georgia’s interests”115.  
But of course all these statements were lacking consistency because “to win the election, the 
government was relying solely on popular inaction in the face of electoral fraud, after which it 
hoped to negotiate with members of other parties and majoritarian candidates to maintain and 
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strengthen control over key levers of government prior to the 2005 presidential election. Under 
such conditions, the political arena was open to competition and protest116.” 
 
 
On November 22, the protests coming from the opposition side reached the tipping point. All this 
was happening when President Shevardnadze was on the verge of opening a new session of 
parliament.  Saakashvili and his supporters entered the parliamentary  session holding roses in 
their hands, they interrupted the President's speech and forced him to exit the room accompanied 
by his bodyguards. In the evening of November 23rd , which is also a religious celebration day in 
Georgia, the St. George’s day, Shevardnadze met Saakashvili and Zurab Zhvania in order to 
analyze  the  current situation; this meeting it is important to mention that was  organized by 
Russian Foreign Minister Igor Ivanov. As an outcome of the meeting, Shevardnadze announced 
his resignation. This action injected euphoria on the streets of Tbilisi and in the eyes of the 
Georgians was seen as the start of a new chapter that can impel Georgia in the European family 
as a democratic country and most important into the North-Atlantic Alliance.  
 
 
Saakashvili was elected Georgia's president in January 2004. The independent media, and by that 
we mean precisely the news channel Rustavi 2117, had a crucial importance in order for  the 
"Rose Revolution" to succeed.  The media coverage that was effectuated due to its transparent 
nature had also a significant contribution to the relatively high degree of transparency during the 
event. 
“The media’s involvement in the conflicted situations was constructive, and their coverage of 
hot points helped to prevent an outbreak of violence in many cases. The information and views 
put forth by independent channels were on the side of prevention most of the time, rather than 
simply providing routine coverage of heated confrontations or violent events.”118 
 
                                                                                                                          
116 Welt, Corry, (April 2006), Georgia’s Rose Revolution from Regime weakness to Regime collapse, Center for Strategic and 
International Studies, Stanford University, Page 12.  
117  Rustavi 2, Tbilisi, Georgia, Online webpage available at http://www.rustavi2.com/news/about.php  





Through the Rose Revolution, Georgia proved to have made the first step towards democracy, 
but even so the path to entirely achieve it is not only cluttered with rose petals but also with 
thorns.  
It was more and more clear  that the frozen political issue of South Ossetia and Abkhazia came 
back into the spotlight and unfortunately there was no clear solution that could be applied. Under 
the rule of President Vladimir Putin, Russia turns out to be a very stable state and definitely 
much more assertive in extending its influence upon it’s “near abroad”. On the other hand 
changes were in progress in Georgia also.  
 
 
Barely arrived on his office, “President Saakashvili had declared the solution of the conflicts in 
South Ossetia and Abkhazia a priority of his presidency”.119 Already from its first year in the 
office Saakashvili was very successful in peacefully reclaiming under Tbilisi’s control the 
alienated province of Adjara and also to register a boost in Georgia’s economy. However, there 
was not a clear development at the level of diplomatic relations with Russia. The political 
climate went down on a negative scale quite quickly. The budget spending on military sector 
under Saakashvili´s rule registered a high increase from approx 1 % of GDP to 8 % of GDP. In 
addition to all mentioned above the Western drive of the Georgian president and his high 
enthusiasm for the ex-Soviet republic to join NATO became a huge concern for Russia.  
And last, President Saakashvili's foreign policy conduct had seemed to find ideological allies in 
Kiev especially after the Orange Revolution, and thus both countries together adopted a pro-
Western orientation by doing so they were actually supporting a NATO extension beyond the 
Baltic Sea up to the Black and Caspian Seas. And of course all these actions were not at all easy 
to swallow by Russia considering its determination regarding the ex-Soviet space.  
 
Further on in this paper, we will discuss about the changes in terms of foreign policy made by 
the new Tbilisi regime, its relations with the US, EU and Russia and most important its road 
towards NATO accession. In order to be able to give an answer to the feasibility of NATO 
                                                                                                                          
119  Tagliavini, Heidi, (September 2009), Independent International Fact-Finding Mission on the Conflict in Georgia Volume I, 
Text Available at http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/shared/bsp/hi/pdfs/30_09_09_iiffmgc_report.pdf    
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enlargement in the WBSA area in this case mostly focused on Georgia, it is needed to analyze 
the political relation of the South Caucasian country with NATO and Russia during the regime of 
Saakashvili, considering issues such as security, energy and frozen conflicts.  
 
 
VI. 2. Georgia and US, NATO political relations 
 
The South Caucasian area represents a zone of high interests for the Western communities in the 
recent years.  A number of factors have directed the western interests towards this region such as 
the view of this region as an essential energy corridor and secondly a key zone for NATO 
enlargement.  
In what concerns the first factor the energy, South Caucasus has proved to be an important 
energy corridor for the Caspian Sea resources such as oil and gas. Azerbaijan fostered the 
creation of the Baku-Tbilisi-Ceyhan pipeline, an independent gas corridor from Russia and Iran 
which brought an important amount of money into Azeri state budget but not so much to Georgia 
though. Caspian Sea gas reserves have facilitated a less dependent state from Russian, main 
energy player in the area. Thus, small states as Georgia and Azerbaijan injected hopes towards 
the idea of their importance for the West, fact that antagonized nevertheless Russia.  
 
 
Regarding the second key element, the NATO enlargement in this area, was mainly directed 
towards Georgia’s accession. The main issue in this matter was not if Georgia is entitled to be 
part of NATO, as subjected to referendum but if NATO’s policy envisioning Georgia as member 
country and also Georgia’s policy directed towards full membership is the right thing to do. Is 
NATO ready for a country with little and mostly undeveloped military force, struggling over its 
own internal conflicts and being submitted to a close monitoring of Kremlin? The episode from 
2008 showed somehow that Washington is not ready to guarantee full security to Georgia and a 
too optimistic policy in that direction like it was proven, leaves the country in a serious 





The Institute of Polling and Marketing for Baltic Surveys/Gallup on behalf of the International 
Republican Institute had done a survey in the period of 21st of February until 3rd of March.120 
There were questioned 1,500 permanent Georgian residents older than 18 and eligible to vote, 
this data was collected in the time-frame February 21-March 3, 2009, by organizing live 
interviews  with the respondents; the result of the polls shows clearly that most of the Georgian 
population puts a lot of hope in NATO and see Russia as their biggest enemy. The following 
issues were approached in this survey and the numbers speak for themselves. 
 
 
At the topic of “Support for NATO Membership in Georgia 2008–2009”, in September 2008, 
70% were supporting Georgia’s membership and only 4% were strongly opposing. But in 
February 2009 a slight difference was noticed in the supporters’ camp only 49% were agreeing 
with the accession of Georgia and 10% were opposing it. (See Annex II, Table 1) 
At the question: “When Do You Think Georgia Will Become a Member of NATO?” The majority 
of 21% inclined for 2012, 4% for 2009 and 11% said never. (See Annex II, Table 2) 
In terms of Security at the question What Hinders Georgia’s Membership in NATO? 44% of the 
interviewed subjects answered Russia, 38% said the existence of conflicts and 12% couldn’t give 
any answer. (See Annex II, Table 3) 
To the question “Who Can Best Provide Security for Georgia in Conflict Areas?” 36% answered 
NATO forces, 22% inclined towards the European Union Monitoring Mission and 11 % said UN 
peacekeeping forces. (See Annex II, Table 4) 
“Is the USA a Reliable Friend of Georgia?” For this matter the results are the following: a 
majority of 52% answered positive and 14% said no while 16% were not sure. (See Annex II, 
Table 5) 
In terms of threats and partnership at the question “Which Countries Are the Most Important 
Partners for Georgia? Which Comprise the Most Political and Economic Threat?” 48% see 
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USA as a partner, 40% Ukraine, 25% EU and 11% Russia; at the opposite pole in terms of 
threats Russia is the first one with an overwhelming 86%, followed by Armenia with 5 %, USA 
with 4% and Iran with 3%. (See Annex II, Table 6) 
And at the last question “Which of These Should Be the Georgian Government’s First Policy  
Priority?” 59% see the restore of national integrity as first priority, 29% sees the creation of jobs 
as first priority and only 7% see the NATO and/or EU membership as priority. (See Annex II, 
Table 6) 
From this study we can deduce that the Georgian population compared to the Ukrainian one is 
definitely more Western oriented. A striking majority sees Russia as main threat but in terms of 
NATO accession, the percentage is quite low. This is a fact that reflects the Georgian situation 
back in 2009 and somehow still nowadays. The main focus should be on solving the internal 
conflicts before hoping for integration in the Euro-Atlantic Organizations. 
 
 
VII. 3. A. Georgia as feasible NATO member?  
 
From all the South Caucasian republics, Georgia is the one that most expressed the desire of 
being part both of NATO and of the EU. Starting with 2004 since Saakashvili is in power he 
conducted a more pro-Western policy and has been recognized for its Western alignment. 
According to Thomas Gangale, the cooperation between Georgia and the US can be essentially 
seen as a manner of “balancing against Russia”121. The new Tbilisi regime perceives Russia as 
its main threat and thus is trying to deter this threat by forming an alliance with NATO and US.  
The Rose Revolution brought Georgia much closer to the United States and, she tries to expand 
this closure under NATO’s umbrella this being the only possible way to deter Russia from 
attacking it again. So from this perspective “Georgia is trying to balance the perceived threats 
from Russia with its partnership with NATO and the US”.122  
 
                                                                                                                          
121 Gangale, Thomas (October 2003), Alliance Theory: Balancing, Bandwagoning and Détente, International Relations, San 
Francisco State University, Available at http://pweb.jps.net/~gangale/opsa/ir/Alliance_Theory.htm  
122 Watlz Kenneth N, The aim of balancing is self-preservation and the protection of values already possessed”, Theory of 
international politics, page 282  
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In what concerns the terms of cooperation between Georgia and NATO, we can focus on two 
main areas: first the security implications and second the enlargement issue.  
Regarding the defense budget, Georgia has doubled it, according to explanation given by its 
government in order to be electable and thus to become a NATO member.  
The second aspect, of the enlargement, is marked by Tbilisi’s efforts to reach full membership. 
These efforts are shaped into partnerships like PfP, or the NATO-Georgia Commission which 
took the place of the Individual Partnership Action Plan (IPAP), which can consolidate Georgia’s 
path towards the Alliance. One of the most problematic issues in terms of membership consists 
of the unresolved conflicts within Georgia. Being part of NATO, Georgia can anytime invoke 
Article V and thus start a war against Russia. But will NATO be able to cope with this 
challenge? Does it lay it its strategic policy this scenario? Most likely not. And due to this and 
also due to their close ties to Moscow, some of the NATO members are not so thrilled in terms 
of accession and don’t encourage Georgia’s membership. Among these countries, Germany is 
one of the biggest opponents of enlargement into the WBSA of the Alliance due to some energy 
deals that Germany has with Russia.  
 
 
The big bang for Georgia came during the Bucharest Summit in 2008 when due to Berlin and 
Paris opposition and especially Moocow’s the two possible countries considered for enlargement 
in the BSA, Georgia and Ukraine were not granted the MAP. Like Ukraine, Georgia received the 
supreme promise of accession but the time of it remained unclear. The outcomes of this Summit 
cooled off Russia but unfortunately blew away Georgia’s real chances for accession and some 
others do blame 2008 Summit for what happened in August 2008, the Russian invasion and the 
Georgian-Russian War.  
Russia clearly saw an opportunity in the aftermath of the Summit and knew that if it won’t act 
now, might lose both Ukraine and Georgia and this was unacceptable. Two former Soviet 
Republics, its near proximity and Ukraine it’s Slavic brother and Georgia such a small country 
having South Ossetia and Abkhazia breakaway republics, to be part of NATO for Russia it was 
out of the question, a totally preposterous scenario.  
Therefore in August 2008, the inevitable happened and Russia and Georgia were at war with 
each other. The conflict broke out over South Ossetia on 7th of August and lasted five days until 
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the EU managed to mediate a seize fire. This episode had a tragical consequence for the 
population, there were a lot of victims, approximately “850 people lost their lives and more than 
100 000 fled their homes”. 123 
 
VII. 4. Russian – Georgia War 2008; South Ossetia conflict being defrosted  
 
 
                     Map of South Ossetia within Georgia 
 
The republics of South Ossetia and Abkhazia after the fall of communism in 1991 became 
independent also from Georgia. Even so, the Georgian government was faltering in recognizing 
the two republics as separate states. Russia and some other countries recognized both as 
independent after the war in August 2008, while Tbilisi began referring to the Caucasian 
republics as “occupied territories.”124 
                                                                                                                          
123  NATO Backgrounders (2011), Deepening relations with Georgia, Text available at 
http://www.nato.int/nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf_publications/20111109_backgrounder_nato_georgia-eng.pdf  




The “5 days War”, as it is also known, had a major importance from various perspectives. It was 
a turning point in Georgia’s pursuit of membership, Russia’s supremacy in the region was again 
proved and Russian-US relations were on the verge of unease; it was the first War since the Cold 
War that challenged the Russian-American diplomatic ties.  
There are of course as in any similar conflict, different stories belonging to the parts involved; 
this case does not prove to be different and thus we are being offered the Russian/South Ossetian 
version and the Georgian version. 
 
 
Hereinafter we will not proceed in describing the whole August episode but I shall just offer 
some  highlights of this armed conflict in order to elaborate on its relevance further on in my 
paper as we will advance towards post-war situation  in Georgia in terms of foreign policy, its 
ties with the West and nonetheless its relationship with Moscow.  
 The two perspectives start to clash from the very beginning, regarding the one responsible for 
starting this antinomy. In the Georgian side of the story we find declarations which state the 
Russian troops have been deployed within South Ossetia through the only possible connection 
between North Ossetia and its southern neighbor, the Rocky Tunnel. On the other hand the 
Russian version states that they interfered to save the Ossetians from being slaughtered by the 
Georgians and they claim to have arrived on the 9th of August, the second day of the conflict.  
 
 
In a footage realized by the BBC in November 2008, declarations of both Georgia’s President 
and Russia’s Minister of Foreign Affairs are presented. These statements differ entirely one from 
the other and each part is trying to bring more evidence and sustainable proof in order to support 
their arguments.  
Mikhail Saakasvili stated that “We have, clear evidence that Russia invaded not only few days 
before this war started but they have been there for months and years and provoking and 
initiating hostilities before that, committing clear illegal acts, so you know, we have interest in 
having transparency” 125 
                                                                                                                          
125  BBC Documentary aired on BBC World News in November 2008, Inside South Ossetia, Part 2, Minute 00:40, Video 
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Sergey Lavrov is not so convinced about the evidence that Georgians say they have and said to 
the BBC journalist that: “Look, NATO and the Unites States with all the satellites, monitoring 
this area very very close, how can they not know the truth? They know it. And we know they 
know it”.  126 
 
 
The battleground was mainly set in Tskhinvali, the capital of South Ossetia and the damages that 
were caused on the both sides were tremendous. On 12th of August, Dimitri Medvedev stated that 
he ended the military operations in Georgia, by   saying that "the operation has achieved its goal, 
security for peacekeepers and civilians has been restored. The aggressor was punished, suffering 
huge losses." 127 Also in the same day he had a meeting with the President-in-Office of the 
European Union, Nicolas Sarkozy and came to the approval of a six-point peace plan. Late that 
night President Saakashvili gave his accord on the plan and  thus a peace treaty was signed 
between the two parts.  
 
VII. 5. The Aftermath of the 5 days War 
 
One of the main significant results of this war was the official recognition by the Russian 
government of the independent provinces of Abkhazia and South Ossetia. The international 
community did not agree on this matter but states such as Venezuela or Nicaragua supported 
Russia and recognized themselves the two breakaway republics as independent states.  
“Chavez told Russian President Dmitry Medvedev during a visit to the Kremlin that his country 
would consider the two regions sovereign states”128, Russian news agencies reported. Other 
consequence of the war was the massive debate that it installed among the international 
community due to the massive use of military force by Russia. It was the first time since the 
Cold War ended when Russia used so massive military force outside its borders.  
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This episode had also a significant impact of NATO-Russian relations – formal meetings have 
been suspended for almost a year. In 2011 in a speech given at the Chicago University, Secretary 
General of NATO  Anders Fogh Rasmussen admitted that “NATO and Russia don’t always see 
eye to eye and still have disagreements on principle of issues such as Georgia. We must not shy 
away from discussing these disagreements. But neither must we allow to paralyze our 
partnership”129, he stated.  
 
 
As well scenarios were being brought into being immediately after the war , some western 
observers have rendered this episode as “Russia’s attempt to divide the map of Europe between a 
peaceful and democratic side and one in which Russia claim authoritarian leadership and a 
readiness to wage war for the sake of its hegemonic ambitions”.130 
Another scenario saw “Russian invasion as an attempt to influence discussions with NATO on 
the MAP for Georgia and Ukraine by demonstrating that the full integration of these two 
countries into the Alliance would undermine stability”.131 
And there are others which say that Russia was forced somehow to interfere in order to save the 
lives of the Ossetians that have been heavily threatened by the Tbilisi regime.  
In what concerns the western powers it’s worth to mention that when the war erupted EU and 
NATO have already spread their sphere of strategic communication with Russia and they were 
heavily condemning the invasion and the lack of cooperation between the two Eastern countries.  
NATO and the EU were strongly involved in supporting Georgia, and thus the EU deployed 300 
men that constitute a Monitoring Mission (EUMM) so as to take notice of the 6 point cease-fire 
agreement that ended the 5 days War.  
 
 
On the Atlantic side, beside the establishment of the NATO-Georgia Commission and the 
Annual National Program that was introduced Bush Administration signed with Georgia a 
Strategic Partnership Charter in January 2009. “The first meeting of the Strategic Partnership 
Commission, held in Washington, DC, on June 22, 2009, launched four bilateral working groups 
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on priority areas identified in the Charter: democracy, defense and security, economic, trade and 
energy issues, and people-to-people and cultural exchanges. Senior-level American and Georgian 
policy-makers led subsequent meetings of each of these working groups during 2009-2010 to 
review commitments, update activities, and establish future objectives. “132 
 
 
In what concerns Russia, both EU and NATO diminished their rhetoric regarding the Eastern 
power and thus trying to restore the initial relationships that were before August 2008. 
Meanwhile thought Georgia’s status quo seems not to foresee any change in the near future; “it 
includes the breakaway regions of Abkhazia and South Ossetia, the strong military presence in 
those areas, and tens of thousands of displaced population from formerly Georgia-controlled 
parts of South Ossetia.” 133 
 
 
VII. 6. Georgia and its Euro-Atlantic drive. The road towards enlargement, still 
feasible after 2008?  
 
The Russian invasion in August 2008 it only helped in bonding Georgia with the West and it 
didn’t shifted its political orientation as others might have suggested. 
There are few strong reasons why Georgia has chosen this Euro-Atlantic Path, such as, firstly the 
new Tbilisi regime is known to be Western oriented and the effort of escaping soviet legacy and 
the Russian influence that has been  thrown over Georgia since 1991 could not stop now; 
secondly it is very much connected with Georgia energy transit capacity;  Georgian territory it’s 
a valuable energy corridor for the resources coming from the Caspian Sea and getting into 
Europe and also  due to the Middle East conflicts which seem to multiply in the past years, 
Georgia has a strategic positioning that allow NATO troops to use it as a gateway for accessing 
the Greater Middle East and respectively Central Asia.  
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The best solution Georgia is seeing in terms of her national security is a good partnership with 
EU, NATO and the US. Even if the War in August 2008 left most of the country in ruins, it did 
confirm Georgia’s strong western affiliation and its strong ties with the Alliance.  
United States have always played an important part in consolidating the sovereignty of Georgia 
and its independence. US are the first supporter of Georgia in terms of membership and it was 
deeply engaged in offering both Georgia and Ukraine the MAP in Bucharest Summit from 2008.  
Along with the good and stronger ties between the South Caucasian republic and the US, the 
tragic August episode had also some setbacks in terms of enlargement. Even if Georgia was 
granted the ANP which is a predominant feature of the MAP, it is still hard to believe and expect 
that the Obama administration would do any changes in this direction, or at least any significant 
ones like for example offering the MAP to both Ukraine and Georgia. And this was even more 
confirmed by the NATO Summit in 2009 from Strasbourg, when the US delegation didn’t pay so 
much attention to the MAP problem. It was the same attitude that followed the Bucharest 
Summit, which mainly expresses the support of Georgia’s efforts and the prosperous work within 
the frame of the NGC.  
 
 
Many political observers have stated that Georgia should follow the path that Eastern and Central 
European countries did, first to obtain NATO membership and the accession into the EU will 
come as well. It was often noticed that both EU and NATO in the past years follow the same 
path in terms of enlargement. But it seems that the case of Georgia is slightly different from that 
of the European countries. NATO integration prospects have been postponed as I also mentioned 
above due to Bucharest Summit, Germany and French opposition and South Ossetia War but the 
door to EU might still be more open than those to NATO at this moment and Georgia can make 
from this a priority.  
According to Gegendshidze,  “while the West is reluctant to accept Georgia as a NATO or EU 
member if the problems of Abkhazia and South Ossetia are not solved and ties with Russia are 
not normalized, nobody argues that until these outstanding problems are resolved the prospects 
for institutional integration into both alliances is unfeasible. However, Georgia already could 
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embark on the long road to meet both the NATO standards (within the ANP) and converge over 
EU membership (ENP, Eastern Partnership)”.134  
 
 
The new situation now in Georgia since the parliamentary elections in October 2012, have a very 
interesting allure.  The leader of the Dream party in Georgia, has openly accused Mikhail 
Saakashvili as the main responsible for the war with South Ossetia in August 2008 and he also 
tries to inject a balanced policy between Russia and the West, not that emphasized like in the 
Ukrainian case but still following the same patterns of making both Russia and the West happy.  
In an article on Georgia Times an online publication, it is stated that “improve relations with 
Russia not to the detriment of its relations with the West. However, this is unfeasible, experts 
say. According to the director of the International Center on Conflict and Negotiation George 
Khutsishvili, it will be difficult for Georgia to simultaneously maintain same level of relation 
with Russia and also with the West. "Now Georgia faces a difficult task to achieve a 




Ivanishvili in what concerns the August war was directly pointing at Saakashvili as main 
responsible by stating: “This huge provocation was planned by you and your military 
chiefs,” claimed Bidzina Ivanishvili, addressing members of former ruling party United National 
Movement, led by Saakashvili. “Americans and Europeans think the same. This wouldn’t have 
happened if we had a normal government,”136 he added. 
The new Georgian Prime Minister when asked about Russian-Georgian relationship could not 
give an exact timeframe for its solution, he only mentioned that “We don’t have a concrete plan 
of when things will sort themselves out, but we with our correct actions and diplomacy will be 
able to set things going and get our territories back, if our interests coincide with Russia’s.”137 
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Normalizing the relations with its neighbors was the main issue of Ishvanvili’s campaign and it 
seems that Kremlin’s answer to his rhetoric wasn’t late to come.  
“It is obvious that the Georgian society voted for a change. We hope that eventually these 
changes would allow Georgia to proceed with normalization and establishing of constructive and 
respectful relations with its neighbors”, Russia’s Foreign Ministry spokesman stated. 
But it seems that this policy is neither easy to follow nor encouraged by the West. The head of 
Institue Eurasian, Gulbaat Rtskhiladze, said that  “bad relations between Russia and Georgia are 
convenient for the third part, the West”.  
 
 
The President of the European People’s party, Wilfried Martens stated that “the intention of the 
leader of “Georgian Dream”, Bidzina Ivanishvili to join NATO and the EU and at the same time 
to improve relations with Russia is unfeasible.” Georgia Dream believes it can combine the 
NATO integration and cooperation with Russia, but the question arises – how is this possible? 
I’m afraid, Martin continues, Georgia cannot become member of NATO and the EU if they have 
close relationships with Russia. For Georgia these relationships are not a way to the future but to 
the past”138, the EPP President concluded in an interview at Georgian TV company Imedi.  
 
 
VII. 7. Conclusions 
 
As we could have noticed until now the political situation in Georgia it did fluctuate a lot since 
this small republic gained its independence. 
From 1991 until November 2003 the main axes of its foreign policy was mainly directed towards 
its northern neighbor, Russia and slightly to US and NATO. Since the Rose Revolution and with 
the new regime, Georgia tackled NATO membership more seriously. The new president was a 
young man of 36 years old, trained in the US Universities and with a very pro-Western vision, 
and high ambition of bringing Georgia among the EU and NATO member states. But a wakeup 
call was given to the South Caucasian country in 2008, April when the MAP was not offered as 
expected and due to the opposition of the Berlin and Paris regimes as well as Russia, Georgia 
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remained only with a promise of accession and an undetermined time frame for that. Later on 
that year, adversities continued to flow into the country thus dishing its plans. The 5 days war in 
August 2008 and the Russian invasion stayed as turmoil for Georgia’s foreign policy and its 
future within the Alliance. As Emannuel Karagiannis , Assistant Professor at the Macedonia 
University , Greece,  also states in his article ”The 2008 Russia- Georgian war via the lens of 
Offensive Realism”, “…Russian involvement in 2008 War aimed mainly at the sabotage at the 
Tbilisi’s efforts to join NATO. The expansion of NATO eastwards has been perceived by the 
Kremlin as a great threat to Russian security. Keeping the Abkhazian and South Ossetians issues 
unresolved seems to be a way of keeping Georgia’s NATO plans in check”. Regarding the 
moment chosen by the Russians to interfere military in Georgia, Karagiannis states “The timing 
of Russia intervention was well calculated. Four factors seem to count on Russia’s favor: the 
Bush administration non-commitment to Georgia’s territorial integrity, the US engagement in 
Iraq and Afghanistan, Russian pivotal role in the Iranian nuclear puzzle and high oil prices.”139    
Georgia indeed suffered many loses and those losses were reflected at both levels, on one hand 
its relations with Russia became inexistent, it lost South Ossetia and Abkhazia, the two 
breakaway republics being officially recognized as independent by Russia and on the other hand 
it also altered Russian-US relations. The only positive outcome from all this were the close ties 
between Georgia and NATO and the ANP offered by NATO to Tbilisi as a more concrete 
guarantee of its further accession into the Alliance.  
And last but not least, in October 2012, the parliamentary elections are won by the Georgia 
Dream Party thus bringing as Prime Minister a man from the opposition. Ivanshivili’s high 
aspirations of both joining NATO and EU and still resuming Russian-Georgian relations as 
proven before seem quite unfeasible. 
 
 
It is quite hard to predict now Georgia’s certain future towards enlargement. Maybe 5 years ago 
most of the political experts would have guaranteed for Georgia receiving an MAP but now with 
both US Administration and Georgia’s newly elected Prime Minister, this road is not a closed 
one, but it certainly became more difficult to follow and surely it will take some time and more 
                                                                                                                          




efforts will be needed from Tbilisi regime, until the desired destination is reached, NATO 
membership. Feasibility if wanted is possible, but being in good relations with two superpowers 
that can hardly understand themselves it is already a different story. In this moment, Georgia’s 
foreign policy entitles her to the role of the mediator, between Russia and US in order to reach its 
own objectives but how long will these two superpowers will allow Georgia to carry this dream 
policy? If hard security is needed, hard choices have to be made and no matter what direction 





The aim of this paper was “If the NATO enlargement in the Black Sea Area is feasible” and as 
case studies two aspirant countries, Ukraine and Georgia, have been evaluated and their road 
towards accession has been disseminated.   
In order to provide an answer to the above mentioned question, during this paper we took into 
consideration various historical facts, international relations theories, political discourses that we 
have focused upon, developed, and brought into discussion in order to offer a proper analysis to 
this research topic. We have offered a definition of International Relations theories: the 
neorealist theory and the realism theory as opposed to neoliberal institutionalisms from a 
structure-institutions debate perspective. Through a clear description of both theories a quite 
visible differentiation was made and thus fostering a correlation of these theories with the 
existence of NATO, its process of enlargement, hence providing a clear understanding of the 
relationship between structure and institutions in our case focused on North Atlantic 
Organization.  
 
In what concerns NATO enlargement the two waves of enlargement until 2004 were analyzed in 
order to better understand if there is a clear pattern of enlargement and the main conclusion we 
draw from here was that the drive towards enlargement was dictated mainly by the political 
climate of that specific period and then by the desire of the aspirant countries to be part of the 
Alliance. Regarding our two study cases it is worth mentioning as a final line that Ukraine’s new 
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non-alignment policy in terms or security does not bring it closer to NATO. It is a risky position 
and it must play wisely its cards neither to fall under Russian influence nor the West without its 
free will. Ukraine is not in the position of claiming neutrality in what concerns its NATO views 
on enlargement and Yanukovich’s policy is merely a cover up for further intensifying Russian 
relationships. So as for Georgia and it’s real chances to NATO membership, as we have seen 
during this paper that Tbilisi regime from 2003 until now was still fighting with changing its 
soviet legacy in terms of democracy and democratic rule and as governments keep changing also 
political orientation regarding foreign affairs and defense is changing. This is a big step in their 
internal affairs also reflected in the foreign policy that Georgia adopted but even so there are 
some key factors that have to be considered. One of this factors in both Georgian and Ukraininan 
case is Russian influence and its strength and for the reasons mentioned during this paper, it 
won’t cease in offering the Alliance to much space of maneuver in its close proximity unless a 
clever strategy is tailored for this region, a strategy that can inject a sense of trust among the 
neighboring countries, their interconnectivity and their relations with the Western powers in this 
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